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DISCLAIMER

The views and conclusions expressed in this
document are those of the author. They are
not intended and should not be thought to
represent official 1ideas, attitudes, or
policies of any agency of the United States
Government. The author has not had special
access to official information or 1ideas and
has employed only open-source material
available to any writer on this subject.

This document is the property of the United
States Government. It is available for
distribution to the general public. A loan
copy of the document may be obtained from the
Air University Interlibrary Loan Service
(AUL/LDEX, Maxwell AFB, Alabama, 36112-5564)
or the pefense Technical Information Center,
Request must include the author's name and
complete title of the study.

This document may be reproduced for use in
other research reports or educational pursuits
ccntingent upon the following stipulations:

- Reproduction rights do not extend to
any copyrighted material that may be contained
in the research report.

-~ All reproduced copies must contain the

following credit line: "Reprinted by
permission of the Air Command and staff
College."

-~ All reproduced copies must contain the
name(s) of the report's author(s).

- If format modification is nscessary to
better serve the user's needs, adjustments may
be made to this report--this authorization
does not extend to copyrighted information or
material. The following statement  must
accompany the modified document: "Adapted
from Air Command and Staff College Research
Report (number} entitled (title)

by _____tauthor)." -

-~ This notice must be included with any
reproduced or adapted portions of this
document.
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POSITION PAPER
ON

THE NEED FOR THE ICBM_MODERNIZATION BRIEFER’S HANDBOOK

1. The purpose of this paper is to examine the need to
produce a handbook (Atch 2) to help new briefing officers
assigned to the Headquarters SAC Directorate of
Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (ICBM) Requirements (XPQ).
XPQ is sponsoring development of the handbook (see Atch 1)..
As its name implies, the handbook is designed to provide
information that complements material presented in The ICBM
Modernization Briefing. This briefing is the ''centerpiece
briefing presented to all distinguished visitors' (see

Atch 1) to inform them about the need for ICBM modernization
and specifically reviews the Peacekeeper (formerly "MX'--for
"Missile Experimental') and Small ICBM (sometimes referred to
unofficially as '"Midgetman'') prcgrams. The purpose of the
handbook is to provide information tc new briefers to help
them more fuliy appreciate some of the concepts and
historical background of the ICBM modéernization program “to
enhance [their] ability to convincingly articulate command
requirements'' (see Atch 1) . This paper will examine the
following areas that frame the need for a handbock: the
requirement to present The ICBM Modernization Briefing to
many diverse audiences; the need to be able to confidently
and credibly respond to questions generated by presenting the
briefing to those diverse audiences; and the secondary impact
of improving a briefer’s leadership potential by increasing
his professional knowledge. The paper will conclude with a
look at what is in each chapter of the handbook and why it
was selected.

2. Advocating Peacekeeper and Small ICBM program
requirements is one of the primary functions of XPQ’'s
Advanced Missile Development Division (XPQM) (16:47), and the
handbook is designed to enhance the division’'s effectiveness
in accomplishing that function. One of the primary methods
of advocating Peacekeeper follow—on basing and 3Small ICBM
requirements to the public is presenting The ICBM
Modernization Briefing. The briefing emphasizes tLhe
Peacekeeper and Small ICBM programs because ' [they] have
become the centerpiece of our ICBM modernization program'
(7:25), The Director of ICBM Requirements selects captains
and junior majors from XPQM to present the brisfing because
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they waork with the Feacekeeper Rail bBaryison and Small ICEM
ptograms on a daily basis and have the most current knowledge
about program developments and operations concepts. When
selected, the only training provided to a new briefer is
observation of other briefers during their presentations,
taking notes and studying Lheir presentation methndeology. and
practicing. The amount of time regquired to complete this
preparation is dependent upon a briefer’s knowledge,
experience, and opportunity to observe other briefer’s during
their presentations. GSince two-thirds of the briefing
presents current program requirements, a new briefer can
guickly develop confidence in these areas. However, there
are several other aspects of the briefing that a briefer must
develop on his own without the benefit of any training. The
greztest challenge in this area is preparing for the post-
briefing question and answer period. Developing confidence
to handle the questions posed by diverse auwdiences 15 one of
the most difficult aspects of presenting The ICEM
Modernization Brieting because most new briefers have very
limited knowledge about events that preceded current program
activities. The handbook authors were assigned to XFQ bhefore
attending Air Command wnd Staff College, and they presented
The ICBM Modernization Briefing several hundred times. The
one area in which they never really felt totally comfortable
was in answering audience questions during the post-briefing
period. @vestions which pertained tc aspects of the current
program were not a problem because thev worbed those programs
every day. However, guestions about -he controversial
political history of the Fescekeeper program or about arms
control, for example, were difficult to answer because of the
authors® limited backgrounds in these areas. Their
backgrounds were similar tc the backgrounds of current
briefing officers who are typically on their third assignment
after having served at an operational missile wing and then
at a cecond assignment <uch as the 4315th Combat Crew
Training Squadron, 3901st Strategic Missile Evaluation
Squadron, 1st Strategic Aerospace Division Headquarters, or
13th Air Force Headquarters. 8Since the credibility of &
briefer s presentation is tested during the question and
answer period, a briefer needs to be as knowledgeable as
poussible to respond confidently and credibly. This is the
basic reason why the authors prepared 2 handbook--tou enhance
a briefer’s knowledge and, in turn, his =ffectiveness in
articulating command requirements.

-

3. The ICBM Modernization Briefing is presented to virtually
every civilian and military distinguished visitor to
Headquarters SAC to advocate the need for continued ICREN
modernization (see Atch 1). Therefore, XPAO presents the
briefing to literally hundreds of influential people each
vear, including Senators and Representatives and their staff
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members, senior representatives from the Office of the
Secretary of Defense and the Office of the Secretary of the
Air Force, members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and senior
United States and foreign civilian and military leaders.
Other visitors include distinguished civilians from across
the United States, including mayors, businessmen, educators,
and others who can be extremely influential at the grass
roots level within their communities. This latter category
of visitors also includes national and foreign media
representatives who subsequently prepare articles on ICBM
modernization for publication (6:42). A briefer’s
effectiveness in advocating program requirements can be
influenced by the diverse backgrounds of these audiences.
Many people have attitudes that have been affected by the
controversy surrounding the search for a basing mode for the
Peacekeeper missile. This controversy has existed since the
requirement for Peacekeeper was first published by SAC in
1971 (15:58). Despite the support of the past four
Presidential administrations and the vast six Secrataries of
Defense (8:103-104;17:~-), the Peacekeeper program is still
fighting an uphill battle to achieve a full 100 missile
operational deployment capability (18:--). Fortunately,
senior Air Force leaders contirue teo provide strong support
for ICBM modernization, In fact, Air Forcs Chief of Staff,
General Larry D. Welch, and General John T. Chain, Jr., :
CINCSAC, recently reconfirmed their commitment to cempleting
full deployment of 100 Peacekeeper missiles and fielding the
Small ICBM (3:99-101). The Air Force will continue to face
tough audiences in the future, and a briefer must be prepared
to respond to controversy whenever he presents the briefing.
In discussing briefing the public, Air Force Secretary Edward
C. Aldridge, Jr., recently stated, '"We share a corporate
responsibility to keep the American people informed about
what we do and how we do it., . . unfortunately nur efforts
are often mediocre at best" (10:--). Although he was not
specifically referring to advocacy for the ICBM modernization
program, his comment is well taken, When briefing programs
to the public, the Air Force usually only gets one
opportunity with each audience, and it cannot be mediocre if
it is to be effective. When an XPQ briefer presents The ICBM
Modernization Briefing, he is the spokesman for the ICBM
modernization program and personifies the Air Force. He must
project an image of maturity, confidence, and credibility
since the success of his advocacy and the reputation of the
Air Force are on the line, The handbook is designed to help
today’s ICBM modernization advocate meet the challenge to
respond effectively to the controversy inherent in presenting
The ICBM Modernization Briefing to diverse audiences,

4, By developing a more complete understanding of all facets
of the ICBM modernization program, a briefer can enhance his
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av: own future leadership potential. Although this is a
2@& secondary obiective, the handbook can help a briefer develop
- this knowledge. One of the foremost professional obligations
?‘ ) of every officer in the Air Force is to improve his
g { leadership skills to prepare for future supervisaory or
?%% command opportunities. Although there are many aspects of
ﬂﬁ% leadership, Edgar F. Furyear, Jr., a noted expert on
v military leadership, stated, "professional knowledge is
:% indispensable for success in military leadership"”
s {le32:iii). In addition, during the 1987-1988 ACSC school
{‘ﬁ year, two four-star Air Force generals and one three-star
ﬁf» Army general stated that one of the most important aspects of
ﬁff effective leadership is Jjob knowledge. HMany XFGEM briefers
§“3 must rely upon more senior Air Force leaders to provide the
details about how and why a program developed. However, as
. these younger officers progress towards other leadership
oY opportunities, they will become the senior leaders, and they
;ﬁ% will have to answer the tough questions for their own
é%f subordinates. Although The ICEBM Modernization Briefer’s
gh? Handbool. was not primarily developed to enhance a briefer’s
;Z: leadership potential, it helps develop that potential through
~ increasing his Jiob knowledge and understanding about the
;,5 programs he advocates. Jnderstanding and knowledge are the
I@i essence of matwity, confidence, and credibility, which are
ﬁE% three traits required not only for briefing officers., but
ﬁii also for Air Force leaders.
!.=§
et S. The preceding paragraphs examined the author®s rationale
é'j for the nead for The ICEM Modernization Briefer’s Handboolk,
¥ and this paragraph will examine what is contained in the
‘$§ handbook and way the authors selected it for development. In
3%% : genersal, the handbook contains information the authors
'3 believe will cnhance a briefer®s ability to effectively
ey advocate ICBEM modernization requirements. The authors intend
»§§ for the handbook to be a first step in developing a well
&AE documented reference to help new briefers prepare to present

The ICEM Moderniration Briefing.

a. Chapter One provides an introduction to the reader.
It exeamines the need for the handbook and introduces the
contents cof each subsequent chapter.

Rty b. Chapter Two reviews the basic fundamental concepts
'JF% of United States defense policy, nuclear deterrent strategy.
ey and the contributions of the ICEM leg of the strategic

froers nuclear Triad. This information is presented in the one—
third of The ICEM Modernization Briefing that does not
address specific Feacekeeper or Small ICEM program
requirements. This front-end portion of the briefing is very
important in framing the need for ICBM modernization for an
audience. In the authores® opinion, clear, concise
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Esd articulation of these fundamentals is essential to

éﬁj successful advocacy. Furthermore, General Chain, in a recent

REY article, stated, '"'SAC needs to return to the basics and try

e . to explain what we are trying to do in the strategic nuclear

fw%‘ world and why we are trying to do it'" (5:64). Deterrent

:ﬁ i strategy has been effective for the past forty years, and it

%%& forms the basis for all subsequent modernization activities

%%§ in support of achieving United States national objectives,

sbtel

321 c. Chapter Three reviews the complex interweaving of

E‘; doctrine and nuclear strategy between 1945 and the early

.%&9 1970s and their impact on the early ICBM development program,

ﬁﬁf Many influential senior American policymakers were schooled

laﬁ during this period, and they may continue to be influenced by

RO attitudes developed early on about the need for ICBMs as part

e of the US force posture. In the authors’ opinion,

4 \ understanding these early influences can help a new ICBM

%_’ modernization advocate appreciate the diverse attitudes of

§ ; some members of his audiences.

Ei, d. Chapter Four reviews the impact of the arms control

b ; process imposed on ICBM modernization activity. Since this

%:= is one of the three basic pillars of the Scowcroft Commission

tiehd recommendations (14:31) endorsed by President Reagan and

iy Congress in 1983 (12:v), the authars felt this was one area

L0 in which briefer knowledge was especially limited. This

;&* chapter specifically reviews the Strategic Arms Limitations

;‘h' Talks (SALT) I and II, and the role of the Intermediate Range

é&: Nuclear (INF) agreement and the proposed Strategic Arms

gﬁ, Reduction Talks (START).

O

§§ e. Chapter Five reviews the early history of the

4 es Peacekeeper and Small ICBM programs between the period from

:)‘ the initial subraission of a requirement for Peacekeeper in

fﬁq 1971 (15:58) until the conclusions of the Scowcroft

;;& Commission were adopted by the President and approved by

i Congress in 1983 (12:v). Special emphasis is placed on the

Y recommendations of the Scowcroft Commission report since its

g%f fragile consensus essentially remains as the blueprint for

é‘{~ the current ICBM modernization program (18:--), This chapter

?%ﬂ also examines prominent basing modes studied for the

{%ﬁ. Peacekeeper missile,

e

%é f. Chapter Six reviews the most recent history of the

= Peacekeeper and Small ICBM programs., It beygins with the 1985

;&% Senate restriction on deploying Peacekeeper missiles in
Minuteman silos and examines the resulting impact of this

W decision on continuation of the Peacekeeper program. Chapter

f& ; Six subsequently examines and concludes with the 19 December

Ak 1986, two-part Presidential decision to enter full-scale

S engineering development for the Small ICBM and to enter

2 research and development of a rail garrison basing mode for

:fé Peacekeeper (13:--).
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g. The handbook will conclude with various appendices
to provide additional detail and quick reference facts and
figures.

6. In conclusion, The ICBM Modernization Briefer's Handbook
is designed to enhance an ICBM modernization advocate’s
effectiveness in articulating program requirements. The
authors of the handbook spent six cumulative years in XPQ,
and they often felt as if they were the inheritors of a
Sisyphean task. Sisyphus, in CGreek mythology, was '"'a king of
Corinth condemned forever to roll a stone up a hill in Hades
only to have it roll down again when nearing the top"
(3:386) . Many capable advocates have preceded today’s ICBM
modernization briefers in the effort to push the Peacekeeper
program to the brink of full operational capability, only to
see it come crashing back down, shrouded in disbelief and
uncertainty. Nevertheless, throughout the long and
controversial history of the Peacekeeper, and more recently,
the Small ICBM programs, the essential military requirement
for these weapon systems has not changed. The challenge
remains to be mature, confident, and most importantly,
credible when presenting this requirement to an often
skeptical American public. The authors of the handbook
presented many briefings during their tenure.in XPQ without
the benefit of a handbook because until The ICBM
Modernization Briefer’s Handbook (Atch 2) was developed,
there was no handbook. The authors know what kinds of
information would have been helpful to develop better
confidence, and in turn, be more effective. They have
gleaned some of the pearls of wisdom from many source
documents and have consolidated them to produce their
handbook. The handbook takes a first step towards filling a
gap in a briefer’s knowledge created by the lack of a more
structured training program. In the long run, this knowledge
can make a briefer a better advocate, a better leader, and a
better officer. The handbook is not an end in itself, but if
it helps an 1CBM modernization advocate tc be better both
professionally and personally, then it will have
accomplished its objective, The handbook satisfies a wvalid
need for the Strategic Air Command and for the United States
Air Force.

2 Atch
1. XPQ Letter, 31 Dec 87
2. Handbook
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$ 1 DEC 1987

- ACSC/EDC

1. I enthusiastically support Majors Steve Garcia and Terry Kemp
in their research project to develop The ICBM Modernization
Briefer's Handbook. I am the HQ SAC Director of Intercontinental
Ballistic Missile (ICBM) Requirements and this directorate is
responsible for developing, coordinating, and articulating SAC
requirements for modifications to deployed ICBM weapon systems as
well as requirements for new ICBMs, specifically the Peacekeeper
and the Small ICBM. These high-priority programs are briefed to
virtually every distinguished visitor who visits SAC
Headquarters. The handbook proposed by Majors Garcia and Kemp
has the potential to enhance this directorate's ability to con-
vincingly articulate command requirements. Additionally, such a
handbook will be useful for new directorate briefers.

2. Majors Garcia and Kemp were two of the most effective
briefers in this directorate. They have a keen appreciation of
what makes briefers more effective, confident, and credible.
During their tenure here, we discussed the usefulness of a hand-
book to capture the experience of past briefers and to assist new
briefers in presenting the "ICBM Modernization Briefing," a cen-
terpiece briefing for all distinguished visitors.

3. I would be pleased to sponsor Majors Garcia and Kemp, and
appreciate their decision to assist this directorate. If you
have any questions pertaining to my sponsorship, please contact
me at AV 271-5801.

= é‘tgéég;;:”gzzz_\\ﬂsa
ISTOPHER NCH, COL, F

. Djrector of ICBM Requirements
S/Plans

Peaneco oo .ots our Profession




]
o
2

- T

P LT bl

et

'+ WM W VRS T A N TR L

AIR COMMAND

AND

STAFF COLLEGE

STUDENT REPORT

THE ICBM MODERNIZATION BRIEFLR'S
HANDBOOK

MAJOR STEPHEN R. GARCIA 88-1010

—"“insights into tomorrow”

»

<A\

|




v |
-;“tl
o
it PREFACE
%%z
7
T
FR
ﬁ%i Advacsting tihe need for ICEM modernization is a
§5§ difticult challenge. Despite the support of the last four
%?* Fresidential administrations, the Peaceleeper program has
f)' st1ll not achieved a full 100 missile operational capability
) (23:107-104) . Although Feace!l esper deployment in Minuteman
gqg s1los at Francis E. Warren AFE, Wyoming. is well underway {or
y%ﬁ the first fifty missiles, the Air Force faces a continuing

o uphi1ll pattle to secuwre support fur the second fifty missiles
*4h: 1n a Rail Garrizon basing mode and for the Small TOEM based
K in Hard Mobile Lavnchers. Obtaining continped support for
75& tﬁese natlonallg significant programs will depend upon the
ﬁ?ﬁ effectiveness of the advocecy role conducted by Air Force
}éﬁ officers who wort! the program. The challenge remains to be
i%&, mature, confident, and most 1mportantly, credible whean
ﬁﬁﬁ presenting this requirement to an uften skeptical Amer ican
“iﬁ publiic.

The ICEBM Modernization Briefer s Handbool 1s designed to
enhance an ICBM modernization advocate s ef fectiveness in
arfbicutating program requirenents. ThHe authors of the
hendbool presented many briefings during their siv cumulative

cyeers at Headquarters SAC without the benefit of & handbonok,

LRI R, T L |
e oW
v .
v}lﬂ‘“‘b%:'l-'

;§ and they lnow wha2t kinds of information would have been .
ndy helpful to develop better confidence, and :n turn, be more

g%ﬁ effective. The authors have gleaned some of the pearls ot

§§§ wirsdom from many source documents and have consolidated them
el into this handbook. The handbool taltes a +irst step towards
(3 fi1iling & gap 1n a briefer's Inowledge due to the lachk af a

wq shiructurad training program. In the long run, this knowledge
Lo can male a briefer a hbetter advocate, a bebter leader, and =z
.ﬁgﬁ better otficer.

) g

Wee wish to acknowledge the support and encour agement
S prasided by Colonel Christopher J. Branch, the Director of
'@gf ICEM Reqguirements: Lt Colonel Joseph E. Sutter, Chizf ot the
§%i mdvenced Missile Development Divisiong and especially Captain
Dennis £. Lyon, Chief of the Feacelesper Maintenance Section.
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Chapter One

INTRODUCTION

Sisyphus: Greel Mythology. A king of Corinth
condemned forever to roll a stone up & h1ll 1n
Hades only to have it roll down again when nearing
the top 12:784).

AL first glence, the challenge to advocate the continu-
1ing need for ICBM modernization appears to be & Sizyphean
tasl. Manv capable advocates have preceded you 1n theur
eftort to push the program to the brink of full operational
capability, only to see it come crashing bact down, shrouded
1 disbelief and uncertainty. Nevertheless, throughout the
long and controversial history of the Feacekeeper, and more
recently., the Small ICBEM programs, the essential miiitary
raeguirement tor these weapon systems has not charnged. The
challenge remains to be mature, confident., and most impor-
'tantly, credible when presenting. this requirement to an often
skeptical American public. ’

The purpose of this handbook is to help vou become a
more effective advocate for the ICBH modernization program.
The handboolk will try to give you a better appreciation for
some <t the basic concepts that form the foundation for a
credible and defensible position. It will not discuss the
progirammatic detai1ls of the Feacekeeper or Small ICEM
programs because 1n the dynamic environment of ICEM
madernization they are constantly changing. However, 1t will
nrovide a brief glimpse at some of the earlier program
developments which have shaped the current ICEM moder-
nrzation environment, and which continue %o i1nfluence the
attitudes and opinions ot key policy makers i1n the Un:ited
States today. Furthermore, it will examine the continuing
rationale for these programs,.

we acknowledge that you are very capable of presenting
The ISBM Modernization Briefing without the beriefit of this
handbook; obviously. the briefing has been presented very
effectively for years without one. However, one of the areas
that we usually felt uncomfortable with was the post-briefing
question and answer period. In retrospect, it appeared that
most of the tcugh questions dealt with areas of the briefing
that we were most unfamiliar with, for example, the history




of firsli and second generation missile systewms, arms control,
previous hbasing modes, etc. We didn’t have any background in
those areas and didn®t work with them in the day-to-day
environment. So our approach with this handbrnok was to start
at square ane and build a product that combines some basic
concepts such as US defense policy, deterrence. the diversity
of the Triac, =rnd the contribution ot the ICEM, as well as
some information about the hishtorical development of an
amer-ican ICHM capability. We felt that this bachkground

would serve vou (n ygyoord stead to build a basic framework ot
bnowledye from which to prepare for the gquestions that you
may inevitably be aslhed. We intend for this handbook to be a
first step., and we hope you will build wpon it te develop
even greater effectivensrs in youw ICEBM modernication
advocacy mission.
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Chapter Two

FUNDAMENTAL.S——DETERRENCE AND THE TRIAD

INTRODUCTION

When presenting The ICHM Modernization Briefing., it is
impartant tec properly frame the reguirement for continued
modernization. The purpose of this chapter is to provide vyou
with a better appreciration for basic United States defense
strategy and th: concept of deterrence since these are
fundamental concepts underlying the nead for continued ICBM
modernization. The chapter will subsequently review the
necessity of maintaining a Triad of strategie nuclear
offensive forces and will specifically address the contribu-
tions made to the Triad by the ICEBM. As General John T.
Chain, Jr., CINCSAC, recently stated, "SAC needs to return to
the basics and try to explain what we are trying to do 1n the
strategic nuclear world and why we are trying to do it"
(17:64)-. This chapter examines "the ~hy."

NATIONAL SECURITY ANDADEFENSE STRATEGY

For the past 29 years, the concept of deterrence
has been the cornerstone of our nuclear policy,
and, indeed, of our entire national security
posture. . . deterrence is the most effective means
of preserving the freedom and independence of the
Western World in the nuclear age (25:99).

Deterrence of aggression is the primncipal obiective of
the US strategic doctrine of flexible response, "which has
been US strategy since 1961" (34:26). Formzr Secretary of
Deterise Caspar Weinberger, in the Fiscal Yaar 19288 aAnnual
Report to Congress, said:

Deterrence works by persuading potential
advercsaries that by their perceptiocns, the probable
costs of their aggression will exczed the probable
gains. Thus, the U5 strategy to deter aggression
does not Jjust depend on ouwr actual military
capabilities. . . It also involves our adversaries’
perceptions about those capabilities &s well as the
other elements of owr strategy. . . the

L
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effectiveness of ow deterrent will be determined
in our opponents” minds, not in ours" (I4:20).

The National Security Strategy Report, produced by the White
House, specifically addresses deterrence in terms ot the
Soviet Union:

Nuclear deterrence, like any form of deterrence,
regquires us to consider not what would deter us,
but what would deter the Soviets, whose perceptions
of the world and value system are substantially
different from our own (3I:-—-).

The Soviet leadership must be convinced that an
attack on the US or its allies would entail
uriacceptable retaliatory costs. . . We must be able
to put at risk those types of Soviet targets——
including hardened ones such as military command
bunkers and facilities, missile silos, nuclear
veapons and other storage, and the rest~-which the
Soviet leaders have given every indication by their
actions they value most, and which constitute their
tools of contreol and power (Z:1é61).

Ef fective deterrence, then, relies upon making clear to
an adveﬁsary that the US "will respind powerfully to
aggression" (34:25), but this alszo requires the US to .
maintain credible forces to implement this response. Former
Secretary Weinberger further stated, "ouwr purpose is to
prepare for war so well that we successfully deter
aggression. . . Hut should deterrence fail, our strategy is
to secure all US and allied interests, and deny the aggressor
any of his war aims" (34:27).

The core of ouwr military strategy . - . is
deterrence. Deterring strategic nuclear conflict
with credible retaliatory nuclear forces has been
the cornerstone of US national security pasture for
over 40 years, and there is no credible alternative

-
RS

strategy available today (F2:--),

DIVERSITY OF STRATEGIC FORCES

The US maintains a Triad of strategic nuclear offensive
forces comprised of ICEMs, manned bombers, and submarine
launched ballistic missiles to complement the US strategy of
flenible response to deter aggression. The unigue
contributions of each of these components combine to achieve
a full spectrum of deterrence by introducing complexity into
the Soviet plianning process. The diversity of the US Triad
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"anhances the survivability of US strategic forces" (Z:8) to
deter nuclear attack, and "reduces Soviet chances of success
and increases the margin of safety and stability in a crisis”
(S0:4) . .

The strategic Triad is designed to support our
deterrent policy by providing & force posture that
both minimizes Soviet incentives to initiate a
nuclear attach on us or our allies, and ensures
that our forces are capable, under all conditions
of war initiation, of surviving a Soviet first
strike and retaliating effectively (25:99).

There are four basic strengths of the Triad which
contribute to 1ts effectiveness in enhancing the US detanse
strakegy of deterring war.

First, it makes the enemy® s targeting tashk very
difficult and complex. Second, it requires that
any attack be timed to strike all three components,
in all locations, at one time. Third, the enemy
has to split his defenses to protect against three
di fferent types of attack. And fourth, it is a
hadge against a sudden advance in the technology of
& defense against one of the three types of Triad
‘weapon systems (1:13).

The first three strengths of the Triad reflect the enhanced
survivability provided by the diversity of forces. This
diversity makes the targeting and timing problems for the
Soviet attack planner so complex that he cannot be sure a
Soviet first strike against the US would destroy all three
elements of the Triad and thus prevent a second strike by US
forces that would inflict unacceptable damage on the Soviet
homeland. This is the essence of deterrence. Although the
following excerpt from Missiles In The Nineties is lengthy,
it best captures the complexities a Soviet planner must
consider when plarning an attack against the US:

If the Soviet Union wishes to launch a coordinated,
effective ballistic missile attack on US bombers,
ICBMs, SLBMs in port, and US strategic command and
control, it must either launch its ICBMs and SLEMs
simultaneously or stagger their launches so that
the SLBM and ICEM weapons arrive at the same time.
As a result, the Soviet attack planner faces an
attack timing problem because 1f the planner
elects to launch SLEMs and ICEMs simultaneously,
the SLEMs will impact first, but they will not have
sufficient accuracy to destroy US ICBMs in their
silos. The US ICBM force would have time to react

4]
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before the Soviet ICEMs arrived perhaps 10-15
minutes later. However, if the Soviet planner
wants to have his SLBM and ICBM weapons detonate on
UsS targets at the same time, he must launch his
ICBMs first, which will give the bombers and SLBMs
an opportunity to survive. The ICEM leg might be
susceptible to destruction by the arriving Soviet
ICEBMs, but the other two legs of the Triad would
survive. As a result of this attack timing
dilemma, the Soviet attack planner can never be
confident that he will be able to confidently
neutralize all legs of the US strategic nuclear
Triad before some elements could escape and

inflict unacceptable damage on his homeland.
Therefore, the US defense strategy of deterrence is
served because it prohibits a confident, high
probability attack by the Soviets against the
continental US (3:9-10).

Diversity further enhances the survivability of US
strategic forces by denying the Soviets the opportunity to
concentrate their research and development efforts on
countering a single component of the Triad. "Thus, the
erl1stence of several components of our strategic forces
permits each tc function as a hedge against possible Soviet
successes in endangering any of the others" (37:7). "Far
example, if the United States chose to deploy only missile-
carrying submarines, it would run the risk of the Soviet
Union being able to concentrate 1ts resources on antisub—
marine warfare without having to conduct research and
development activities for the other legs of the Triad"
(Z:11).

"Hence for the predictable future, the Triad concept
increases the probability that a significant portion of US
strategic forces will survive a Soviet attack” (J:12).
Survivable, effective US military forces, combined with the
will to respond to Soviet aggression, achieves the US
obijective of deterrence.

THE ICEM CONTRIBUTION

ICBMs malke a significant contribution to achieving
deterrence in two ways. First, since effective deterrence is
a function of Soviet perceptions, US ICBMs provide a
capability that the Soviets respect.

Soviet military writings and Soviet investments in
ICBMs strongly indicate the Soviets regard ICBMs as
the dominant strategic system. The Strategic




Rocket Forces are the elite military service in the
Soviet armed forces. Accordingly, the Soviet Union
perceives an ICEM-armed US as a more powerful
adversary which possesses a significant number of
the very weapons they themselves would rely on most
heavily in the event of a war (3:13-14).

Second, US ICBMs have unique operational capabilities that
contribute to the US strategic doctrine of flexible response
to deter aggression.

Land-based ICEMs comprise an essential element of
tne strategic Triad and comprise about half of the
nati1on’s day-toc—day alert weapons. Their high
reliability, high alert rate, planning flexibility,
and quick response distinguish them among strategic
forces (43:2-3).

One of the foremost qualities of the ICBM is 1ts ability
to accurately put a weapon on a target within approximately
thirty minutes. This is what is meant by the term prompt.
The bomber force would require hours to arrive over target,
and the SLBEM requires time to receive and respond to
appropriate execution directives. Therefore, only the ICEM
can provide a true prompt’response, if required.

For the predictable future,. ICEMs will possess tne
best prompt countermilitary capability of all US
strategic forces: their combination of weapon
vield, accuracy, quick reaction time, and short
flight time gives the United States the ability to
place at risk most of the assets which are
important to the conduct of Soviet war operations-—-—
including ICEMs which the Soviets will heve
withheld from an initial attack. The ICBMs ability
to attack promptly and destroy key elements of
Soviet offensive forces also provides the greatest
measure of damage limiting counterforce capability
to the United States, and the greatest prospects
for early war termination (3:14).

In addition to its prompt, countermilitary delivery
capability, all US ICBEMs are based in the continental US.
Not only does this provide an increased measure of security,
but a nuclear attack against these forces would constitute an
unambiguous attack against the continental US (3:13). In
case this appears to be too obvious, consider the example of
a nuclear submarine in international waters. If an attack
occurred against an American submarine, there might not be
clear indications that an attack against the US is underway.
An attack against US ICEM forces would provide a clear signal
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to the National Command Authorities (NCA) to take appropriate
action. :

Continental basing also provides the ICEM component of
the Triad with the capability to maintain robust and redun-—
dant, positive commnand and control. It is this robust
command and control that permits such quick reaction time and
a rapid retargeting capability to provide the NCA with
increased flexibility throughout the spectrum of conflict
(Z:14).,

ICBMs have traditionally maintained a near 100 percent
alert rate for only approiimately 12 percent of the Triad
gperating and support costs (3:14,15;30:68).

The high alert rate and gquick responsiveness of US
ICEMs combine to further discourage a surprise
first strike on the United States by forcing the
Soviet Union to worry about vulnerability of their
own strategic forces-—a good portion of which are
not on day-to—day alert-—to prompt US retaliation
(Z:14).

The high alert rate of US ICBMs significantly contributes to
deterrence of nuclear war because of the fact that the
Soviets do not maintain many of their forces on day-to-day
alert. .

To illustrate, if the Soviets decided to attack the
United States, they would want to have available to
them as much of their strategic force as possible
to insure a high confidence, high success attack.
But if they generate their forces, the Soviets may
alert the United States, sacrifice the element of
surprise and diminish the effectiveness of a
surprise attack. Thus, contrary to a widely held
belief, highly responsive US ICBMs inhibit rather
than encourage Soviet first strike planning
(3:14-15).

In summary, the unigue contributions of the US ICEM
provide considerable operational capability to enhance the US
defense strategy to deter nuclear war.

The distinctive gualities of the ICEM, as
contrasted with other classes of strategic weapons,
are the gqualities most appropriate to hold at very
plausible risk the highest value assets of the
Soviet state. Put in cross—-cultural terms, the US
protects its highest value (peopie) by holding at
risk the highest values of the Soviet Union (the
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political control structure and major elements of
its most potent military capability). Cruise
missiles, penetrating bombers, and SLEMs all have
valuable synergistic roles to play for deterrence.
but they cannot today. or prospectively tomorrow,
provide a level of dissuasion capable of
substituting for the ICEM (3:17).

CONCLUSION

This chapter reviewed the basic fundamentals underlying
the nmeed for continued ICEM modernization, essentially "the
why we are doing it" aspect referred to by General Chain
(17:64). The bottom line is that the ICEM modernization
program 1s being conducted to directly enhance the capability
of US forces to support the US doctrine of flexible response
and the strategy to deter nuclear war.




Chapter Three
THE HISTORICAL EVOLUTION

OoF
NUCLEAR STRATEGY AND ICEM DEVELOFMENT

INTRODUCTION

The American approach to developing nuclear forces hias
been significantly influenced by the evolution of post-Worid
War 11 doctrine and strategy. As Chapter Two pointed out,
the US has maintained a doctrine of flenible response since
1961. However, this doctrine has embraced many different
policies and strategies over the years that have shaped the
Amer-ican approach to developing strategic nuclear and
conventional forces to support the obiective of deterring
aggression. The purpose ot this chapter is to brietfly
g.ramine the early evolution of strategy from 1945 thr ough the
early 1970s to see how it impacted the early ICEM development
program. The chapter is organized chronclogically by
Firesidential administrations to accomplish this purpocse.
Within each of these major headings., doctrine and strategy
are reviewed, then there ig a section on ICEM development
activity in that administration.

THE IMPACT OF WORLD WAR I1

The immediate postwar international and domestic
environment significantly influenced the development of
American doctrine and strategy to secure the nations
defense. With the postwar occupation of Eastern Europe by
the Soviets. Lhe United States faced a serious dilemma: how
Lo contain the Soviets while at the same time complyina with
the domestic American decire to demobilize after the war and
return to normalcy. The answer to the dilemma seemed to be
in the United States’™ virtual monopoly of nuclear weapons.

THE TRUMAN ADMINISTRATION: 19245-1953

Nuclear Superiority

The Truman administration can prQBably be best
characterized as responding to the dilemma by relving on the
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US superiority 1n atomic weapons and a strategic bomber
delivery capahbility to contain the Soviets (2:4)Y. This
solutiorn could comply with domestic pressure tor a rapid
demaobilization of American conventional forces, which
socurt ed betwsen 1945 and 1950, and was believed to provide
sufficient deterrence to Soviet aggression (6:d). SHince the
American people were reluctant to support continued high
defense budgets ko sustain both conventional and nuc)ear
forces, bthe emphasis during this administration clearly
favored development of nucleer technology (9:105-108).
Imitially, the constrained defense research and development
budget forced the Air Force to concentrate on rmproving its
Somber capability. and ICEM research remained under—fundedd
and constrained by techrnological problems associated with the
heavsy atomis weapons of the period (40:9-100,. [leverthaless,
the early ICBM research conducted during the Truman

admini stration paved the way for subseqguent development of a
true CBM capability dwring the subseguent Eilsenhower
adminlistration.

The Truman Administration, having proclaimed the
policy of contaitnment 1n 17947, found in the nuclear
deterrent strength of the Strategic Air Command A~
force that promised to beep the Soviets 1n line at
a very aconomical cost 1n defense dollars. . . The
public was very receptive to the concept of nuclear
daoterrence, and the' Government saw 1L as an
intelligent alkernative to attempting to match the
Soviet's large +i1eld force in conventional
strength. By 1948, with long-range B-Zés coming
into the 1nventory, the Air Force sincerely
believed that SAC and the A-RBomb would either
prevent communist aggression ar win any new war
that might eruplt (2:4;.

flthough the Truman administration continued 1ts pol
of nuclear superiority bthrough the end of ils termy, we&ver
events occurred between 194% and 1950 that caused the
administration to ree.amine defense strategy and force
structure, and the subsequent actions talen in response to
tiese events would have an i1ndirect impact on the development
of en American ICEBM capability. First, 1n August 1949, the
Soviets tested their own atomic bomb several years sooner
than the US intelligence community had expected (9:107).
Second, "the Communist Chinese defeated thes Nationalist
fources of bthe Republic of Chima on the mainland and took
poccsession of the whole of China. except the island of
Taiwan" (?:107). The Truman administration reqgarded these
evernts as an 1ncreased threat to the West, and FPresident
Truman made two important decisions Lo address thiz new
sttuation. First, to insure the US would maintain
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superiority in nuclear technology., he authorized research
and development of an American hydrogen bomb, called "the
. Super" (%:107). This decision would prove to be significant

i@ﬁ for subsequent development of an American ICEM capability

%?: because the hydrogen bomb would reduce the weight of a

30 nuclear warhead from several tons to hundreds ot pounds,

R ‘ which was the single-most technological obstacle to

NAX? overcoming propulsion, guidance, and reentry problems

. (40:10-11) ., President Truman®s second decision in 1945

if? created "an i1nterdepartmental task force to undertake a

;g} general review of US national security and make

;f, recommendations for new paolic.es" (9:107). This resulted in

%, a National Secuwrity Council document, NSC-68, which "was the

TRH first comprehensive analysis and synthesis ot a national
strategy for the US 1n the postwar world" (2:107),

B

%i. N5C-468 concluded that the US needed much stronger

f&? nuclear and conventional forces than presently

%ﬁ eristed. . . and warned that within four years the

Sty Soviets would have ample atomic bombs and a

i 5 suitable delivery system to enable them to offset

%@{ the existing US nuclear deterrent capability (Z2:5).

0 1 The significance of NSC-68 was that 1t recognized that
5%5 nuclear superiority alone’could not completely address US
£ detense needs to be able to respond to Soviet or Chinecse
aggression {(6:28). )

?éf As the Truman administration began to seriously consider
‘%ﬁj the 1mplications of NSC-468, ancother event occurred that would
K& impact the development of strategy—-—the North horean invasion
st of the Republic of Forea in June 1930 (2:8). The korean War
J emphasized a weakness 1n the doctrine of nuclear superiority.
f? American nuclear superiority had not only failed to prevent
?ﬁ; outbreak of this limited war., but the resulting conventional
{%f and strategic forces buildup failed to bring the war to a

?&f "guiclk, deciesive victory" (Z2:9). Aamerican firustrstion with
%i the this new type of "iimited" war ushered in the Eisenhower

g admnistration with a mandate to inswe the US never became
embroiled in a limited war again (9:97).

Farly Missile Research And Development: 19245-1957

The first serious study of an American ICEM capability
began during the Truman administration, but for the most
part, it was a budget and technology constrained effort
(2:2,78340:10), By the end of World War 11 and as & result
of witnessing the limited successes of the German V-1 and V-2
programs and the destructive capability of the atomic bomb,
the Army A1r Forces recognized the potential of a long-range
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ballistic missile. However, the first constraint to
developing an ICBM capability was technology. "The
technology did not eiist to make a rocket fly the nominal
intercontinental range of 9,300 nautical miles while cartying
a multi—-ton thermonuclear warhead" (5:58). This constraint
would rnot be avercome until the US developed the hydrogen
bomb 1n 1933 {(40:10). The second constraint was funding.
Faced with limited funds to support both research and
development of aeronautical and ballistic missile systems,
the Air Force guided missile program was cut from $29 million
to %13 million (49:9), and eleven of twenty-eight active
missile prodects were cancelled, i1ncluding the taorerunner to
development of the Atlas ICBM (4i:%)., The remaining prolects
focused on developing air-breathing guided missiles, which
nora closely paralleled research in aircraft development
technology but would also be useful until technolog:cal
constraints could be overcome to develop an ICEM capabilaity
(2:78-80) . Although the resulting Snark, Navalo, and Rascal
guirded missile systems were i1nherently i1naccurate,
unreliable, and vulnerable (40:7-4), they provided
significent developments in propulsion., guidance. and proaram
management for subseqguent deveiopment of a true ICEM (4:107).,

In 1951, the Air Force initiated "Proiect Atlas," which
would eventually result in the first American ICBM on alert
in October 1959 (40:9:;41:24). However, the outbreak of the
tarean War constrained funds even more as the US rapidliy
built up 1ts conventional forces to meet the new threat, and
Froject Atlas remained under—-funded until accelerated by

rezident Eisenhower in 1955 (40:93;41:10). This limited
funding prevented any significant research breabthroughs in
technological problems associated with propulsion, guirdance,
and nose cone reentry until they could be overcome by ths
werght reduction provided by the hydrogen bomb (40:10).

The Truman administration took the first signiticant
steps towards developing an American ICBM capability.
Al though the bullb of development would occcur under President
Eisenhower., these first steps established a solid foundation.

THE EISENHOWER ADMINMISTRATION

The "New Look"

The Eisenhower administration entered the White Hause in
Janua-y 192583 with a clear mandate to prevent American
involvement in future limited wars and a self-impoced
obligation to balance the federal budget (2:109). As a
result, the administration undertook a revision of defense
gstrategy known as the "New Look" to accomplish these two
obiectives (2:48). The two pillars of the Eisenhower
administration’s defense policy were "the creation of & large
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network of military alliances between the US and over fifhy
other nations around the globes" and improving US strategic
nuclear technology to preserve superiority (9:109-110).
Fursuing this second pillar resulted in acceleration of ICEM
development activity in response to Soviet technological
achievements in ICEM capability, and by the end ot the
adminaistration’s term, the US had its first operational ICEM,
the Atlas, on alert (41:24), The ICEM developments made
between 1997 and 19460 formed the basic foundation for the
ICEM capability existent today.

The nuclear superiority doctrine of the Truman
administration changed names to become “"massive retaliation”
during the Eisenhower administration, but for all practicael
purposes it espoused the same message. "Fresident Eisenhower
believed the Soviets could defeat the US in either of two
ways: by a strong nuclear attact on the American homeland., or
by forcing the US to spend itself inte bankruptcy through a
series of limited wars around the world" (2:6). He did not
agree with the recommendations of NSC-68 which called for the
US to maintain conventional and nuclear symmetry with the
Soviet Union (6:55).

According to the Eisenhower administration, nuclear
weapons of all descriptions and a strong strategic
air force seemed to offer the best defense buy,, for
they could both deter Soviet aggression and quichly
win any war that might erupt. - Consequently, a
primary element of the Mew Loock was a reallocation
of existing military resources away from
conventional ground forces and toward buttressing
air power and nuclear capabilities (2:4).

Therefore, 1ust as Fresident Truman had done before, US
strategy would continue to rely upon strategic nuclear
superiority as the primary means of deterring Soviet
aggression.

Massive Retaliation

The Eisenhower administration formulated the doctrine of
"massive retaliation” to capitalize on US nuclear superiaority
"by threatening to respond to [Sovietl conventional.attacks
against the free world with strategic warfare”" (9:110). Ry
1985, President Eisenhower had made the decision “"that all
future wars on the scale of korea and above would be
considered nuclear for planning purposes" (2:6).

The administration did not believe that any such
thing would ever actually happen or be necessary.
Massive retaliation was intended as a doctrine and
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policy of deterrence. It was an attempt to keep
the defense budget relatively low and prevent new
wars like Korea, while proteclting the security of
the West by eutracting the greatest possible
deterrent out of US military power (9:110Q).

Two emerging criticisms of massive retaliation would
have an important impact on the subsequent evolutiorn of US
doctrine, strategy. and employment of forces. The first
criticism centered on the emerging vulnerability of US
strategic forces to a Soviet nuclear +4irst strike, and
critics believed massive retaliation was arn even more
dangerous invitation toe resort to nuclear weapons on both
gides (9:110-111). One of the primary points of emphasis was
that deterrence required suwvivakle, second stirile US forces
to respond to a potential Soviet first straike (9:3111). fo &
result, the administration began plecing strategic bombers on
249-hour alert, and subsequent ICEBM development would
emphasice "deployment in hard, underground si1los, relatively
invulnerable to anything short of a direct hit by an atomic
warhead” (9:111).

The second criticism. which had an equally significant
1mpact on the development of docttrine and strategy. centered
on the lack of credibility of emploving US nuclear capability
for & Soviet or Chinese i1nvasion of a third world ally )
(P:111-112). Many US allies did not believe that the US
would actually launch a nuclear strike, and thersby invite
Saviet retaliation. over an invasion of a third world ally.
This might have been poss:ble i1n the early 1930s whaen the
Soviets had & small nuclear capability with limited ability
to employ 1t against the US., but that time had passed by
1934, More i1mportantly, critics claimed the Soviets and
Chinese did not believe it either. 5Since deterrence 1s a
function ot an adversaries  perceptions (Z4:23), the lach
credibility would nobt deter further Soviet or Chinese
agyr egsion (2: 1140112,

of

ne BErsenhower administration essentially conceded the
credibility argument and i1mplemented a policy of "Graduated
Deterrence" 1n 19357.

The theory of Graduated Deterivence . . .
represented an attempt to meet partway the
credibility argument against Massive Retaliation,
as well as to provide an alternative to maintaining
large standing conventional forces. Implaicitly
conceding that it was hardly credible to threaten
strategic war as & response to most limited
attacks, the administration intended thereby to
rarse significantly the threshold at which a
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massive retaliation would be considered., fi1"ling
the gap with the threat of tactical nuclear war
(2:112).,

Thus, the Eisenhower administration began to introduce some
flenibility into its strategy, but it would not authorize
tncreased defense expenditures to develop a force structure
to truly implement a fully flexible response capability on
the same order of magnitude as the hennedy administration.

Although development of an American ICEM capability was
well underway by 1957, two Soviet evenks contributed to an
acceleration of US ICEM development activity. ‘In mid-1997,
the Soviets announced that they had tested a prototype ICBEM,
and "On 4 October 1927, the Soviets launched Sputnit I, the
first artiticial satellite” (9:114). These events, followed
by two more Sputnit launches within several weels of
Sputmik [, awalened fears in the American public that cthe US
was falling behind the Soviets 1n space and missile
technology, and the seeds of a perceived "missile gap" were
sewn (2:93). Although administration officials were pretty
certain that this gap was not real, owing to secret U-I
reconnaissance missions over the Soviet Union, they became
concerned about the vulnerability of US forces to a Soviet
ICEM attack (9:114). The Soviets had tested a prototype ICEM
several months before the Sputnilk I launch, and soon
afterwards Soviet Fremier Nilita Ehrushchev "began publicly
boasting that strategic superiority had passed to the Soviet
Union” (2:114). This eventually proved to be just rhetoric.
but the Eisenhower administration was powerless to refute
these claims. This forced the administration inteo an
acceleration of the US ICEM development program t3 -ppeace
public concerns (9:1 4).

Developing Aén American ICEM Capability

The Eilsenhower administration actively pursued
developing US strategic nuclear capability to preserve
superiority. Although research and development activity
included bombers, submarine launched ballistic missiles
{(Fpolarisi, intermediate range ballistic missiles (IRBMs--Thor
and Jupiter) and ICBMs, the concern about a Soviet first
strike capability being able to destroy the bombers on the
ground resulted in acceleration of the IRBM and ICEM
developrent programs. The Eisenhower administration started
the golden years for the ICBM program. Between 1953 and
1960, the administration fielded Atlas, Titan I, and began
research and development on second—-generation Minuteman and
Titan II ICEM weapon systems.

17
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Atlas and Titan I. The Atlas and Titan programs were
the first American efforts to develop an ICBM capabilitv.
FProiect Atlas had begun under the Truman administration, buk
it had remained constrained by budget and technological
considerations until 1954 (40:10). The first breakthrough
occurred 1n late-19257 when the Atomic Energy Commission
succeeded in developing a hydrogen bomb (40:10). Another
impetus for the fledgling ICEM development effort resulted
from a Soviet announcement in August 1953 that they had
succensfully tested their own version of a hydrogen bomb
(2:80). US intelligence experts had predicted this latter
event would not occur for at least another decade, and it
emphasized to Fresident Eisenhower’™s stientific and technical
advigors the need for a US ICBM capable of delivering nuclear
warheads to counter tihe growing Soviet threat (2:80). These
gvents resulted 1n reexamination of develocpment of the US
ToRM program (402100,

As a result, 1n October 19535, the Air Force empaneled

eleven nationally prominent scientists to review and evaluate
7o Force missiie programs (40:10).  The two committee
recamnendations to Fre ddent Eisenhower were acceleration of
he Atlas program and development of & backup missile,
Tikan 1, in case the site where the Atlas was being
developed was attacked or in case of an explosion of a
developmental Atlas missile (2:8239:~-). The Air Force
Research and Development Command subsequently formed the
Western Developmerit Division, commanded by Maior General
Bernard A. Schriever, to i1mplement the r=commendations, and
1n Jdanvar s 1935, the Ai1r Force and the Convair Division of
Gerier al-Dyrniamics signed a production contract 4or the Atlas
"D," the fircst operationel version aof the Atlss ICBM (41:%).,
There were three versions of the Atlas.

The first operational version of the Atlas, the
Series D Model, was a one and one-hal{ stage,
liquid fuel ICEM equipped with a radio-inertial
guidance svystem and & nuclear warhead. It was
stored in & horizontal position on a soft above-
ground launcher wunprotected from the ettects of
rnuclear blasts) and had an eftective range, liule
all Atlas model=z, of approdimately 6,300 navtical
miles. The second Atlas ICEM configurationm, the
Series E model, possessed all-inertial guidance,
improved engines, a larger warhead, and was stored
in a horizontal position in a "semi-hard" coffin-—
type launcher. The final model of the Atlas, the
Series F model, was superior to 1ts predecessors in
several ways. Like the Series E model. the Series
F Atlas waes equipped with all-inertial guidance,
but possessed improved engines, a gquicker reaction
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time due to its storable liquid f+uel, and was
deplaoyed in a "hard" silo-lift launcher (40:7).

There were many technical obstacles to overcome in the
development of the Atlas program, primarily in the areas ot
guidance and control systems, propellants, and reentry
technology (2:82). Nevertheless, due largely to the efforts
of General Schriever, the first sucressful Atlas 1aunch
occurred in November 1938 (2:83). 0On 31 October 19359, the
576th Strategic Missile Squadron (8MS), at Cooke AFB,
Californmia (now Vandenberg AFR), became the +irst SAC
strategic missile squadron to place an American ICBM, a
Series "D" Atlas equipped with a nuclear warhead. on
strategic alert (40:183;41:24).

The Air Force approved Titan I development in April

1955 (2:82). The Titan I improved upon the Atlas design in
two wavs. First, it was the first "true" two-stage ICEM.
This was considered an improvement because the second stage
could be 1gnited "in near-vacuum” at altitude and provide
better thrust capability (S:--). Second, Titan I was
designed to be deployed in hardened silos (4%:--). This
second characteristic was designed to address the emerging
vulnerability of US strategic weapon systems. 0On 8 September
1955, Precsident Eisenhower assigned highest national priority
to the fAir Force’s Atlas and Titamn ICEMs, and on 27 October
1995 "[Headquarters Air Forcel awarded a research .and

development contract to Glenn i. Martin Aircrat+t Company for
" development of the Titan weapon system" (41:10). "On 17 June
1258, the Air Force accepted delivery of the first Titan I
ICBM from the Martin Company, formerly the Glenn L. Martin
Aircratt Company" (41:18), and the first successful flight
test occurred in February 1959 (2:82). Although the first
Titan I wing was activated at Lowry AFB, Colorado, on 28
September 1938, funding constraints delayed delivery of the
first operational missile until May 1961 (41:19,750,.
"Eventually between the period 1 April 1958 and 1 October
1961, SAL activated 17 Atlas and 6 Titan I ICBM squadrons”
(40:173)

Minuteman_I. Minuteman was the first second—generation
ICeEM, and research and development began before the {irst
Atlas ICEBM was placed on alert. The accelerated resgarch and
development activity authorirced by the Eisenhower
administration was resulting 1n tremendous brealthroughs in
technology. One of the toremost advantages of the M...uteman
weapon system was 1ts use of solid-propellant instead of
liguid propellants used by Atlas, Titan I, and subsequently,
Titan II. General Schriever considered the development of
solid-fuels "the most important breakthrough since World War
IT" (2:96). Solid—-fuel technology would make it possible to
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mass produce ICBMs and significantly reduce their reaction
time if required to be launched (2:%6). Headquarters USAF
obtained Department of Defense approval to develop Minuteman
I on 27 February 1938 (41:15). “"From its very inception. the
Minuteman program was ori1ented towards the mass production of
a simple, efficient, and highly survivable ICEM weapon system
capable of destroying all types of enemy targets wikth
consistent reliability"” (40:17). The Air Force also wanted a
system that was i1nexpensive to operate and maintain (40:737).

In 1957, the vulnerability of US strategic forces became
an issue as the Soviets began testing and deploying their own
nuclear forces. This resulted i1n American emphasis on
developing & survivable, second-strike capability. One
concept that would come back around almost thirty years
later for Feaceleeper basing involved placing a portion of
the programmed Minuteman force (from S0 to 150 missiles) on
mobile railroad cars (40:78). "On February 199S9,
Headquarters SAC submitted a reguirement to the Air Statf
calling for the first mobile Minuteman to be operational no
later than January 1962" (40:39,40).

In order to determine the feasibility ot depioying
Minuteman ICEMs on mobile railroad car launchers.
Headquarters S5AC ordered a series of tests tw be
conducted, nicknamed  Operation RBig Star. Beiinning
o 20 June 1960, a modified test train., oper :ting
out of Hill AFB, Utah, traveled across varic.s
railroad routes in the westerr and central

sections of the United States in order to study
such factors as (1) the ability of the nation®s
railroads to support mobile missile trains; ()
problems associated with command, control, and
communication; (3) the effect of vibration on
sensitive missiles and launch equipment; and
finally (4) human factors i1nvolved i1n the operation
of a mobile missile system. On 27 August 1940

- « « Headguarters USAF announced that the test of
the Minuteman mobility concept had been
satistactorily completed (40Q:3%9-40).

Although the rail mobility tests demonstrated the capability
to make Minuteman survive, "Headquarters USAF continued to
assign top priority to the fined silo-based Minuteman

concept over the mobile one" (40:40). In December 1941, the
Fennedy administration cancelled this basing mode in favor of

deploying Minutemar i1n hardened, underground silos (40:40).
n 1 December 1961, SAC activated the tirst Minuteman

squadron (Minuteman I-— Model A). the 10th SMS at Malmstrom
AFE, Montama, but the first operational Minuteman I in the
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10th SMS did not go on alert until 27 October 19672
(41:2335,737). These +irst missiles i1n the 10th SMS served as
Fresident rennedy’s "Ace—-in-the-Hole" during the Cuban
Misgile Crisis in October 19242. 0On 11 December 1942,
"Headguarters SAC declared the first two flights of model "A"
Minuteman I ICEMs at Malmstrom AFE to be operational, and
this began continuous alert for Minuteman" (41:37).

Titan Il. Headquarters USAF approved the development of
the Titan II ICEM in October 1959, and 1n May 1940, awarded
the Martin Company a research and development contract
(41:273,26). The Titan II was designed to correct many ot the
problems experienced with Titan 1 and be able to carry larger
payloads over a greatetr range (4%9:--). Titan II incorporated
three significant i1mprovements over Titan I. It used
storable, hypergolic ligquid propellants and could be launched
from 1nside its si1lo without havimg to be lifted to the
surtace tirst, as was the case for Titan I. These two
1mprovements significantly i1mproved reaction time if the
missile was required to launch. Titan II also employed an
1nertial guidance system, which had been programmed for the
Titan I but transferred to Atlas (S:—-). This considerably
improved the guidance accuracy of Titan II over Titan I.

The first Titan II wing., the I90th SMW, and the first
squadron, the 370th 5MS, were activated at Davis—Momthan AFRy
Arizona, on 1 January 1962, and the first Titan II ICEM went
on alert i1n April 196% (41:29). The US eventually deployed
54 Titan II missiles. The Titan 11 was a very capable member
of the WS ICBM team for approximately twenty—four vyears. 0On
2 October 19¢1. "Deputy Secretary of Deferise Frank C.
Carlucci orde-.i the deactivation of the Titan 11 ICEM weapon
system as scon as possible” (41:70), and on § May 1987, the
lest Titan [I ICBM "Ccame off strategic alert at Little Roch
AFE, Arkansas, thus ending an eral" (27:25).

THE EENNEDY/JOHNSON ADMIMISTRATIONS

Flexible Response

During the Eisenhower administration, Senator John F.
tennedy had been one of the harshest critics about the
credibility of the massive retaliation doctrine, and upon his
entry to the White House in January 1961, he resolved to do
something about 1t. His administration™s approach to defense
became known as the "doctrine of multiple options." (2:102)
or flewible response, and it remains as US doctrine today
(Z4:26). Flexible response was essentially an ertension
rather than a complete revision of massive retaliation since
the U5 would still rely upon maintaining superiority of its
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nuclear forces. Under Fresident kennedy the ICBEM program
would improve significantly, but the adminmistration also
undertool. to 1ncrease nonnuclear forces as well to provide a
limited, flexible response across the entire spectrum of
conflict. Actually., Fresident Eisenhower had favored a
flexible response doctrine, but he had been reluctant to
spend the funds nesded to build up all levels of US military
capability. Fresident bFennedy reversed this approach to
defense spending by asling Secretary of Defense Robert S.
McNamara to determine what forces were needed and to budget
accordingly (Z2:94).

Fresident FHennedy had erpected to enter office
confronted with Soviet superiority in strategic weapons. but
the factse indicated the opposite (Z2:8).

Although the Soviets continued to suwpass the US in
row numbers of ICEMs even as late as 1962, no
missile gap enisted 1n the sense of an actual
strategic imbhalance. What the US lacked in rvuwmbers
of 1CBEMs was more thanm made up by the gquality of
its ICBMs, by the missiles carried by Folaris
submarines, and by the nuclear weapons in its
manned bombers (2:96).

Presi1dent tennedy felt it was important that, an isbalance not
be created. and he directed continued build up of
qualitatively superior US ICEMs.

The Kennedy and Johnson administrations essentially
dovbled the number of ICEMs and SLEMs planned by
che Fisenhower administration (1953-19461) and
caused them to be built and put in place within
five years, by 19646 (6:7).

Secretary of Defense McNamara, wh~ served both
Fresidents hennedy and Johnson, provided a tremendous
influence on doctrine and strategy development dwring these
two administrations. The policy of Assured Destruction was
his.

The Strateqy of Assured Destruction

"Assured Destruction was the declaratory nuclear
etrategy of the UE" (6:11) during the Fennedy-Johnson
administrations. The concept of Assured Destruction called
for swfticient nuclear weapons:

To destroy the Soviet Union as a viable society,
or, as it was termed, to inmflict "unacceptable
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damage" on that country. It was assumed that the
destruction of approximately one-third of the
population and two—-thirds of the industry ot the
Soviet Umon would cause the collapse of the Soviet
Union as a modern i1industrial country. McNamara and
his advisors believed that this capacity., dubbed
Assured Destruction. was sufficient to deter a
direct Soviet attack against the US and its most
important allies" (4:12).

Assured Destruction relied upon an effective US second-
strike capability, _which meant US nuciear forces were
"prupected to be able to ride out the ftirst nuclear stribte and
survive to deliver "assured destruction” on the ernemy during
the second and succeeding striles”" (Z:101Y. "Developing a
second-striie capability meant protecting land-based missilie
by hardening the sites and, 1f possible, deploying them
underground” (Z2:101).,

i

Another essential component of the Assurs=d Destruction
strategy called 4+9r a limited counterforce targeting strateqgy
to retaliate against Soviet military targets. This meant the
United States could hold a relatively amall number of
gssential Soviet targets at risk with a relatively small
number- of nuclear weapons. American .strategists liked this
str ategy for two reasons. First, since there were a limited
number of Soviet military targets. the US nuclear force
requirements could be kept relatively small, and in twn
would hkeep defense expenditures down. Second, sufficirent
capability to hold Soviet targets at rishk could permit the US
to refrain from developing US nuclear capability as tast as
technology would allow in hopes the Soviets would follow
suit, Unfortunately the Soviets did not embrace an American
verzion of Azzured Dectruction, and they oroceeded Lo develaop
mare and better strategic weapons (4:12%.

The Johnson administration continuved to endorze the
policy of Assured Destruction for itz entire term, and 1n
modl fied form, Assured Destruction carried over i1nto the
Nixon administration. The impact of this policy was that an
attitude of sufficiency began to shape the strategic nuclear
weapons environment. If a3 sufficient number of nuclear
weapons couwld reduce the Soviet Union as a viable society, as
defined by Secretary MchNamara, then the US would schieve a
point of dimimishing marginal utility by adding more 1CBMs to
its inventory. Therefore, the ICBM farce structure
stahilized at 1000 Minuteman and 34 Titan Il missiles and
remair.ed in that strength until the Nixon administration
baga, o review the reguirement for a new, advanced ICEM to
address a prompt, countermilitary capability shortfall
presented by the massive Soviet buildup in nuclear
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weapons. This ICEM would be called the Feacekeeper
(J3:159346:9-18) .,

Modermizing The 1CBM Leg Of The Triad: Minuteman II _and ITI

Minuteman II. On 2 October 19463, Headquarters USAF
published a raguirement {for the Minuteman II ICEM (41:41).
"The Minuteman II was a more advanced missile than the
Minuteman I and incorporated a new, larger second stage,
improved guidance., a greater range and payload capacity, and
an increased capability to survive the effects of nucleasr
blasts" {(41:41). In view of the numerous advantages of the
Minuteman II over either model of the Minuwteman I, on 8
November 1967 Secretary of Defense McNamara approved the
Minuteman Force modernization FProgram (41:42). This prolect
entairled the eventual replacement of the entire force of
deployed Minuteman 1 ICEBMs with Minuteman IIs and Minuteman
[Ils (41:62). To accommodate the Minuteman 11, it was
necessary to completely retrofit the original Minuteman I
launch facilities, launch control facilities, and associated
ground eguipment. The Minuteman Force Modernization Program
began at Whiteman AFRBR, Missouwri, on 7 May 19266, and was
completed on 26 Januvary 1975 with the emplacement of the last
Minuteman III missile at F.E. Warren AFE, Wyoming
(41:62:;40:47) . '

The second phase of the Force Modernization progfam.
which ran concuwirently with the first phase modification of
Minuteman I silos, was the construction of new Minuteman 11
launch facilities. On 28 February 1264, "Headquarters ALr
Force issued a contract for the construction of the first
new Minuteman II ICBM wing, the IZ1st SMW, at Grand Forks
AFHE, North Dalota” (41:47). On 1 February 1945, "Headguarher
8AL activated the first Minuteman 11 squadran, Lhe 447Lh 33
at Grand Forks AFB, North Dakota” (41:46). The first
Minuteman II ICBMs went on alert in the 447th SMS i1n January
1766 (41:49). Fourteen months later on 1 aApril 19466, 5AC
activated the twentieth and last Minuteman squadron, the
S64th SMS at Malmstrom AFE, Montana (41:50). Once the S&44th
8MS achieved operational status on 21 April 19867, the
deployment of the programmed force of 1000 Minuteman ICEMs
was completed (40:43%;41:52). In November 19464, ESecretary of
Defense McNamara made the decision to reduce the total
Minuteman deployment from 1200 to 1000 migsiles primarily
because the Soviet Union could not overcome technical
difficulties to perfect their second-—-generation missiles
(F:115-116341:45).

Minuteman III. "By the time the last Miputeman [Is of
the S564th SMS were placed on strategic alert i1n the spring of

.
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1967, significant progress had been made on the development
of an even more advanced model of the Minuteman. the
Minuteman I1I" {(40:44). Headquarters Air Force had 1szsued
the first Minuteman III research and development contract to
the Boeing Aeroaspace Company on 19 July 1965 (41:48). "The
Minuteman [II ICEM possessed an irwproved third stage,
employed more penetration airds to counter anti-ballistic
missile defense systems. and was equipped with the Mart 12
Miltiple Independently Targetable Reenbkry Vehicle (MIRW
capable of carrying up to three warheads" (41:48). On 17
fAipril 19270, the first Minuteman II1 ICBM was emplaced 1n =a
sile 1n the 741st SMS at Minot AFB, North Dalots (41:55).
Eiaght months later, on 29 Decembher 1970, the 741lct 3MY bDecume
the +irszst SAC Minuteman squadron equipped with Minuteman

lils to achieve operational status (41:57). 0On 11 July 1975,
the S00th Minuteman III IUBM became oper-ational at Malmstrom
AFE, Montana (41:62). 0On 22 February 1977, Fresident Carter
terminated production of Minuteman III missiles (412441,

By 12 July 1?75, the Minuteman ICBM force consisted of
450 Minuiteman Ile and S50 Minuteman I1ls. In addition, a
number of modification programs were being carried oub., aimed
at 1ncreasing both the survivability and flexibility of the
5AC ICEM +orce. These i1ncluded the Silo Upgrade program,
which increased the bhardness of Minuteman si1los, and the
Command Data Buffer program. which provided for the rapid,
remote retargeting of Minuteman ICEMs (4G:435).

THE NIXON ADMIMNISTRATION

The Mixon administration came to office i1n Jdanuary 19a?,
and continued to embrace the policy of Assured Destruction
{6118y, However, the concept of Assured Destruction had
begun to come under critical scrutiny as a result ot the
maszive Soviet buildup of larger and more accurate ICEM
weapon systems, such as their S5-18 which is the world's
largest ICBM (&46:18).

By the mid-1270s, the Soviets had swpassed the UL
1n numbers of launchers and throw-weight and was
challenging the US in numbers of megatonnage and
accuracy. It thus became theoretically possible
that by using the large numbers of extremely
accurate land-based missiles against US nuclear
weapons, Soviet leaders might prevent the US from
exercising its Assured Destruction capability
{(6:18) .

During the early 1970s, policy makers became concerned
about nuclear stability. "Stability enists when there is no
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%Hé incentive for one side to resort to a preemptive nuclear
Al strike" (&:18).

ke

. Fropanents of stability favor i1naccurate weapons

R because if eitther side has the ability to destroy

@ﬁﬁ, the other's strateqic forces, then 1t might

g%é conclude that therre was an advantage to striking

R0y first. In conformance with the logic of stability,
iﬁé US policy makers consciously refrained from

v building and deploying the large numbers of

ﬁ? extremely accuwrate missiles and warheads necessary
el to attact Soviet missile silos all through the

ﬁ% 1970s, even though the [US] was capable of

%& deploying such weapons well befors the Soviets”

‘egsliy (a: 1),

i The stability argument mitigated against an anti-ballistic
g%? missrle agreement or civil defense because these 1mplied
@g survival against a first~strike, and hence might reduce the
ﬁﬁ deterrent value of nuclear weapons. The ABM Treaty signed
ﬂﬁ? 11 19277 ezsentially coudified this understanding by limiting
i 8 the nunher of ABM sites gach side could deploy té&:lbdd.

The Mixon administration felt obligated "to respond to

;%@ the diramari1c growth 1n Soviet capabilities [manifested by the

%;E Soviet decision to deploy over three hundred $5-18 ICBMsIY

251 {0:1B-19). However, in compliance with the stab:ility
pasition, instead of adopting a counterforce strategy and

Foos developing a counterforce capability, the US decided to adopt

A B 14

ﬁé a retargeting sbtrategy to permit limited nuclear options

i?é (6:19). To comply with this new targeting strategy, the US

:ﬁ% also undertool to develop a new ICEM--the "Migsile-

A Erperimental ," or "MX".

2

g‘l‘i

‘sagg CONCLUS [ON

}iﬁ;@‘

;;§v Since the dawn of the nuclear age, the United States and

gﬁ the Soviet Union have engaged in a seemingly endless arms

il race to develop strategic offensive nuclear forces to keep

i gach other deterred from inmitiating war. In the post-World

P . . P

fﬁé War I1 period, the United States decided to rely almost

i% exclusively an 1ts collective security agreemente and 1ts

32 moncpoly of nuclesr forces, limited though they were, to

iﬁ aschieve its national security objectives. This encouwraged

LT development af an American ICBM capability. Since then,

‘gy attitudes about the proper force structure and the strategy

?% for employment of nuclear weapons have evolved from

,ﬁ? maintaining a US superiority in nuclear forces and delivery

ot -apabilities, to suffi - d ld ue the

At capabilities., to sufficiency, and now some wou arg

i S needs to develop a war—-fighting. counterforce strategy.

3 & In any event, many American attitudes have been formed during
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this tumultuous period of complex, changing doctrine and
strategy. Appreciating how the US developed its ICEM forces
in compliance with these strategies might help vou to
understand some of the reluctance to endorse continued ICEM
modernization today.
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Chapter Four

ARMS CONTROL

INTRODUCTION

The role of arms control and arms reduction are funda-
mental to the debate of ICBM modernization. As both the US
arnd the Soviets added nuclear weapons to their arsenals.
there was a growing world-wide concern that these weapons
vere in excess to the numbers needed for mutual detense.
Concerns over the arms race and 1ts effect an world stability
led to the start of the arms control process.

The purpose of this chapter 1s to review how bthe armns
control process has influenced ICBM modernizetion.  fOne of
the obaectives of the ICEM modernization program that 1z
stated in The ICEHM Modernication Briefing 15 to support arms
contirol. Therefore, & worting ktnowledge of i1te history will
help you better understand the process, and 1n turn, betie
respond Lo gquestions aboub its role.

saALT 1

The first series of Strategic Arms Limitation Talls
(SALT I) were conducted from November 1269 to May 1972,
These negotiations., conducted in Helsinbil and Vienna,
produced tihe Anti-Ballistic Missile (ALM} Treaty and an
agreément Lo consider other limitations on land and submar ineg
based offensive nuclear weapons (45:122-177) . The beginning
of the SALT I neqotiations capped the decade ot the 19607s 1n
which efforts to halt the growth of both offensive and
defensive armaments had failed. In 1964, Fresident Jobnson
tried to begin discussions of arms limitations with the
Soviet Union. He was interested in freezing the cuwrrent
levels of strategic weapong and using on—site i1nspection tor
varification (10:780C)., At this time the US enioved & 4-1
advantage 1n strategic weapons and the Soviet “eadership was
not interested in putting themselves into a position of
inferiority {45:xxiii). They also reljected the monitoring by
on—sirte inspection and there were no commonly accepted means
of verification.
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The focus of early arms control efforts centered on
anti-ballistic missile systems. Both Fresident Johnson and
Defense Secretary McNamara resisted deployment of an ABRM
N system because they felt 1t fueled the arms race and was
2 destabiliz.ng (12:8). However, support for an ABM system was
iy 3 voiced by Congressional Republicans, the military., and some
: members of the scientific community. By 194646 the Soviet
Union had begun to deploy the so called "Galosh" ABEBM system
around Moscow. Additionally, the People’s Republic of China
successfully tested a nuclear missile. While in the United
States, research and development were leading to US
deployment of its own ABM system (45:132). According to
Henry tissinger, Fresident Johnson 1n 1967 had suggested to
Soviet Fremier Kosygin {(at the "Mini-summit" at Glassboro,
New Jersey) that both sides renounce ABMs. However, Eosygin
refused the proposal (11:34)., With regard to the Chinese
threat, on September 18, 19467, the United 8States announced it
would begin deployment of a limited ABM system called
Sentinel. This decision was announced in a speech MchNamara
= delivered in San Francisco which also established the US
position to not attempt an ABM system against Soviet offen-—
sive forces (12:120-121).,

The Administration emphasized that the deployment

was intended to meet a possible limited Chinese

ICEM threat, to underscore US security assurances

to 1ts allies by reinforcing the US deterrent, and

to add protection against "the improbable but

possible accidental launch of an intercontinental
3 missile by one of the nuclear powers" (45:172.

The US continued to press the Soviets to discuss

strrabtegic arms limitation. On July 1, 1968, Fresident
=0 Johnszon announced that agreement had been reached with the
: Soviet Union to begin discussions on limiting and reducing
both strategic nuclear weapons delivery systems and defenses
against ballistic missiles. The talks were indefinitely
pustponed when, on August 20, the Soviet Union invaded
Crzechoslaovakia (435: 123,

As President Nixon took office in 19469 he was faced with
& developing controversy over the Semntinel ABM system.
Opponents of the system who lived in the proposed deployment
areas, particularly Seattle, Chicago. and Boston, were
lobbying against the system and bringing national attention
to this issue (46:1-27). Nizorn decided to revisit this issue
as part of a general review of Johnson administration defense
policies. The result was to replace Sentinel with a revised
ond evpanded system called Safeqguard. Rather than
concentrate an area defense of cities, Safeguard would defend
the ICBM bases and protect US retaliatory capability. This
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new role for the Safeguard system was coupled with a

strategy to match the Soviet ABM system and influence them to
participate in arms control negotiations (12:172-173).
"Throughout diplomatic negotiations. the President viewed the
position of negotiation from strength as the essence of our
bargaining stance with the Russians" (12:179).

The SALT I talks began in November 19469, and for the
next thirty months negotiations centered around the
limitation of defensive (ABM) and offensive (ICBM and SLEBEM)
missile systems. Finally. on May 26, 1972 at the summit in
Moscow, Fresident Nixon and General Secretary Brezchnev signed
the ABM treaty and the Interim Agreement on Offensive
Missiles (45:125).

The ABM treaty allowed both sides to have two ARM
deployment areas, one to protect 1ts capital and aaocther to
protect an ICBEM launch area. This was later changed to one
AEBM site per country at the 1974 Summit meeting. The Soviet
Union continued to maintain their ABM system around Moscow,
while the U5 chose to maintain defense of i1ts ICBMs deploved
at Grand rForks AFE, No-th Dakota (45:161). These ABM sites
were limited to 100 interceptor missiles and 100 launchers.
The launchers were further prohibited from being able to
launch missiles with more than one independently guided
warhead or be capable of rapid reload (45:137). Other
provisions of the treaty dealt with positioning of radars for
early warning of attack and the creation of a consultation
committee to monitor the 1mplementation of the treaty. To
assure compliance, the treaty called for "national technical
means of verification", which meant satellite reconnaissance
and the monitoring of electronic signals. Finally, the ARM
Treaty was of unlimited duration (45::0001v).

The Interim Agreement was essentially a freeze on the
rnumber of ICBM launchers, either operatiomnal or under
construction, and permitted an increase in SLBEM launchers u
to an agreed level. At the time of the signing, the UE had
1034 (1000 Minuteman and 34 Titan 11} operational ICBErs, and
none under construction; while the Soviet Union had an
estimated 14618 operational and under construction (45:148).
This cap on the number of launchers did not prohibit the
gualitative improvement of the missiles within them and thus
aliowed for mulitiple independently targeted reentiry vehicles
(MIRVs) (45:uuuv). The agreement was intended to be in force
for five years while both countries continued negotiations
for a more comprehensive agreement.

The ABM treaty was approved by the US Senate by a vote
of 88-2, but the Interim Agreement was amended prior to
Senate approval. Critics of the agreement felt the Soviet
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Union was granted superiority over the U.S. and Senator

Henry Jackson (D-Wa.) introduced an amendment stipulating
that any futwe arms-control agreement should ™. . . not
limit the U.5. to levels of intercontinental strategic torces
inferior to the limits of the Soviet Union" (45::u00v). The
amendment was approved and served to influence American

negut:ators on futuwre agreements.

SALT T1

The second phase of Strategic Arms Limitation Talks
(BALT 11) sought to develop qgualitative limitations on these
weapons., SALT I had limited the number of launchers and this
could be verified by satellite reconnarssance, however, thev
could not determine whether the missiles were equipped wibh
MIRVs., In June 1974, Fresident Nixon visited Moscow and
si1grned & protocol to the ABM Tireaty limiting each side to one
AEM site. Nixon and Brechnev also agreed to complete a SALT
agreement on both guantitative and gqualaitative limitations
priar to the 1977 expiration date of the Interim Agresment.
iInfor tunately, upon his return Fresident Mixon found U.S.
domestic attention focused on the Watergate incident. and the
resulting findings of a Senate investigation forced his
resignation from office on August 8, 1974. Subsequently,
Fresident Ford embraced the previous Miston admim stration
arms -ontrol 1nmitiatives., and he met with Secretary Brechnev
at Vliadivostol.in November 1974 to renew an arms-—control
agreement. The two leaders agreed that each country should
be limited to 2,400 strategic nuclear delivery vehicles
{(lor.g—range bombers, ICBMsz, and SLBEMs) and of this total a
ma:imum of 1,320 could be MIRVed (45:..tiviil. .

The terms of the VYladivostol agreement met criticism
from both supporters and opponents of S5ALT.  Supporters relt
the aggregate number of strategic nuclesr vehicles as well as
MIRY sub-limite were set too high. The opponenls of the
agreement were dissatisfied that the agreement did not count
the newly deployed Soviet Baclfire bomber as a strategic
vehicle. Other considerations concerning the crulse missile,
the MX and verification were also difficult i1ssues. US
domestic politics also played a btey role at this time.

Fonald Reagan criticized the arms—control policies of the
Ford administration and came close to taling the Republican
party nomination away from the incumbent president. A1l of
the Democratic candidates attacked the Ford-tissinger
policies toward the Soviet Umion and Jimmy Carter won the
presidential election in November 1276 (45:ixuxviiil.

In 1977, the SALT talks took on a distinctively dif-
ferent approach as Fresident Carter i1ndicated a desire to




move toward nuclear disarmament and not simply arms control.
Carter proposed a 20 percent reduction i1n the total ot
strategic nuclear launch vehicles allowed under the
Viadivostek agreement, but this was rediected by the Soviets.
Over two years passed before the US and the Soviet Union were
finally able to negotiate a SALT I1 Treaty. It was signed by
Fresident Carter and Secretary Brezhnev on June 18, 1979
(45:xuniv). See Appendix B for relevant details of this
agreement.

The Senate held hearings on the SALT 11 agreement
during the summer and fall of 197%9. Several international
e.ernts 1mpacted these proceedings and ultimately resulted in
the failure of the US Senale to ratify the treaty. First, in
August a Soviet "combat brigade" was discovered i1n Cuba thet
causaed great concern with several Senators. Then., in
Movsember, the US Embassy i1n Tehran. Iran, was taben over and
American personnel were held hostage. Although this crisis
seamed unrelated to SALT. many Americans concluded the US
should not be negotiating a compromise with the Soviet
Union. Finally, in December the Soviet Union invaded
Afghanistan and FPresident Carter asked the Senate to delay
indefinitely consideration of the SALT I1 Treaty (45::aliig.

.

START and INF

As the Reagan administration took office in 1981, they
wers more interested in building up US military forces than
1n engaging the Soviet Union in arms control negotiations.
During the 1980 presidential election Reagan had referred to
the SALT Il treaty as "fatally flawed” and felt that in the
next round of negotiations., the US should bargain from a
position of strength. Distinct from the US defense build-up
wazs the continuation of the Carter administration proposed
deployment of Fershing II and ground-launched cruise missiles
{BLCMs) in Ewrope starting in 198Z. On MNovember 18, 1981,
Fresident Reagan proposed a "zero—-zero option" whereby 1+ the
Soviet Union would dismantle 4600 i1ntermediate- and medium-
rrange ballistic missiles, then the US would not deploy its
572 (108 Pershing II1 and 464 GLCM) missiles in Europe. The
Soviets refused and the Administration did not complete any
irntermediate nuclear forces (INF) agreements {(43:<111).

During 1982 Congress was again pressuring the Fresident
to achieve an arms control agreement. Seeking to disas-—
sociate himself from the "flawed" SALT process, Fresident
Reagan announced a new approach to nuclear arms control
called Strategic Arms Reductions Talks (START). These
negotiations would focus on lowering the number of ballistic
warheads and reducing the number of deployed ballistic
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missiles. Beoth sides proposed force levels that were
rejected. The Reagan administration continued to advocate a
substantial military build-up as an attempt to i1nfluence the
Soviet Union to negotriate seriously at START The deployment
of MX in the US and INF missiles ir. Europe hecame hey to bthes
build—-up process (45:uliv).

Over the next several years the deployment of these
systems became symbolic of the resolve required to success-—
fully negotiate with the Soviet Umion. Many ot the citizens
in the NATO allied countries did not want to deploy the IMF
missiles. The Reagan administration felt the US must shaow
1ts resolve by deploying the MX to encourage our NATO allies
to accept the INF missiles (8:52-32). Facing opposition in
Congress to all proposed MX basing modes, Reagan appointed
the Scowcroft Commission to analyze our strategic forces and
recommend & basing mode for the MX. Following the
commission’s report, Reagan nledged he would seel to conclude
arms control agreements with the Soviet Union. Accepting
this pledge, Congress voted to fund the MX. In December
1987, deployment of INF missiles began in Europe and the
world wairted to see 1+ these actions would i1nfluence the
Soviets into concluding an agreement in Geneva (45:.:1iv).

CONCLUSION,

After much political rhetoric and the deployment of INF
forces in Europe, there is now a negbtiated treaty signed by
both heads of state. The US Senate is scheduled to conduct
hearings on the treaty in the spring of 1988 and vote on
ratification. President Reagan has proposed a START
agreemsnt that would reduce by fi1fty percent the number of
land-based ICEMs. While the future remains uncertain, it 1s
the Air Force position that contiruwed ICEM modernization 1s
pivotal to the success of the arms control process (19:28).
Az President Reagan said during his endorsement of the
Scowcroft Commission recommendations:

Mate no mistake: uwunless we modernize our land-
based missile systems, the Soviet Union will have
no real reason to negotiate meaningful reductions.
If we tfail to act, we cannot reasonably expect an
acceptable outcome 1n any arms control negotiation
and we will also weaken the deterrent posture that
has preserved the peace +or more than a generation
(4754},
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é?ﬁ Chapter Five

) FEACEKEEFER AND THE SMALL ICEM: THE EARLY YEARS

L

o]

B INTRODUCT ION

R

$ﬁ: The controversy surrounding Feacelkeeper and Small LCEM

K0 goes bact many vears. 0Often when giving The ICEBM Moderniza-
tion Briefing people ast guestions on events that occurred

e many years ago. Some of bthese signiticant events in the

'xﬁ history of the program that are still relevant today

i?& occurr ed prior to when most briefers came on active duty.

jﬁ? However, it 1s important that the briefer be aware of this

A history since audiences will npaturally assume you are an

Z = expert. Youwr purpose on stage is to inform them, and they

%*. will eupect you to have the answers.

[ %2

—%ﬁ The purpose of this chapter is to euplore some of the

%%‘ relevant early beginnings of the Feacekeeper and Small ICEM

S program which serve as the foundstion of the current ICEM

modernization program.

FEACENEEFER: THE EARLY YEARS, 1971-1983%

On 19 hNovember 1971, Headqguarters 5AC i1ssued the
Required Operational Capabilities (ROC) 16-71 for an advanced
ICEM, designated "Missile-X" (41:58). This new miszilie would
incorporate advantes made in propulsion, warhead performance,
and accuracy, and improve our capability to attack hardened
targets. It also addresesed the technical jr1ssue that
Minuteman would eventually become obsolete (23:69). #s the
reguirement for the missiie was taking shape, special
consideration was also focusing on a new basing mode. The
sublect of different basing modes tor ICEMs started in 19468
with a long—-range plenning study called Strategic Systems X
B8:12-173731:7).  The Strat—¥Y study was 1n response to the
Soviet fielding ot new ICEMs that threatened ocur launch
control centers. The i1mmediate result of the study was the
Airhorne Launch Control Center (ALCC) which gave a survivable
back-up system that addressed the concerns over not being
able to launch the force. Other various engineering concepts
had been evolving on ways to have mobile missiles or a
combination of mobility and hiding (31:7). Many of these

.4
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1deas would be considered and reconsidered over Lhe newt
twenty vears in an attempt to insure ICEM survivabilihy.

On 22 December 1972, "Headguarters USAF directed MX
development to start with emphasis on air and ground mobile
basing" (41:59 . The ABM Treaty had negated the ability that
all of the US missile si1los could be protected by hthe To0
interceptors (latar changed to 100}, so ways ho make the new
missi1le mobile or deceptively based were studied. Shortly
thetreafter in June 1973, the US Air Force established the MX
O+ficz at Norton AFE in San Bernmardino, CA. 8ix months later
Brigadier General John Hepfer was placed in charge ot the
pragram and the new office was renamed the BRallistic Missile
Ot fice (BMD)Y (7:1247. To comply with Headguarters USs
direction., the BMO conducted research on an air—-mobile and
covered trench besing mude. Testing ot the airmobile concept
was demonstrated n October 1974, when a C-5A cargo aircrati
parformed an air-laonch of a Minuteman I 1CBM.  The missile
was pulled from the aircraft by a parachute and i1gmited at
20N feet. It's engines burned for 10 seconds tabing it bach
up to 20,070 feet before 1t fell back into the FPacific Noean.
This test ot the Western Tesl Range off California
demonstrated the capability of an ICBM to i1gmte in the air
V17 20-C11748:75) . The ocovered btrench would place mis=iles
underground on tracts wherse they could move undelected. They
would hreal Phrough the roof ot the trench to launch. BMO
was considering the Great Basin regiron nf Utah and Nevada =g
a deplavment asrea (7:127). However, both of these
alternatives encountered problems with swvivability and
trival ved prohibitively high costs (7:107).  For these
reasons, the Air Force continued to seel alternative basing
modes.

Between 19277-1974 BMD continued to euplore »arious
basing modes for MY including refrofritaing of ML oaba
Mirwteman silos as an interim solution. In 1975, USAF azbed
Congress to anthorize deployment in Minuteman silos. This
reguest was suwporbted by Fresident Ford az a mgeans to beagin
miwstle production and have the increased capability operse-
1anal by the late 19707z (7:120). However, in March 19764,
the Deferse System Acquisition Review Douncil (DSARD:! stated
a preference for the buried itrench basing mode for Mi
413167 . In July 1976, Congress refused to appropriate
funding for the validation of silo-based MX missiles. They
were convineced that silo-based ICBMs would be vulrner abvle to
the new generacion of Soviet 1GEMs. ntent on reducing bthe
budget, Congress also deleted funding for the air—-mobiie
option, and directed that funding be unsed to validate
mulFiple aim-point (M&F) basing 1n erther the buried Lrench
or shelter basing modes (412645771129,

—
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In 1977, Fresident Carter took office and was shkeptical
about the need +or the MX system. In his inaugural speech he
satd he was commitbed to arms reduction and stated his
intention to warl toward "...ridding the world of nuclear
weapons" (3l:d). He saw MX as a bargaining chip i1n the S4LT
negotiations and wanted to abandom MX in an attempt to
induce the Soviet Union to reduce Lhe size of their heavy
missile torce. When the Soviets relected his proposal for
"deep cuts", he still hoped that MX could be traded for
Soviet concessione later durong negotiations.  But, until
that time, work would have to continue on MX to convince the
Soviets that the bargaining chip was credible (7:140--141).

The whole question of whether we needed a new ICBM au
all develaped 1n 1978, The Soviebs had flight tested
upgr aded versions of the 53-18 and 55-1% and demonstbrated
accwracies theabt could destrovy owr Minuhbeman silos. Thez
atarted the greal debate over the vulnerability of our ICEM
fo ces and ostrategies in which we use lLhese weapons as &
somponent of ouwr strategic forces (21314, The Fresident,
Congr ess, DOD, and the Amgrican people all became embroiled
uver Lhe i1ssue of ouwr defense capability and the arms conbters
urocess. The Mi debate {focused the attention of all these
groups and spawned several studiesz of both the missile and
pussiblie basing modes (Ti:14).

In the summer of 1978, President Carter directed a
complete evaluation of the Ford administration’s previous
word on a buraied trench basing mode for MX: This resulted in
three studies to examine the plans for MX: the White House
directed a study by the Office of Science and Technologys; O%D
assi1gned the tast to the Uefense Science Board: and Head-
quarters hir Force directed a study by the fOir Force Systems

LDommaiid (AFSC) (7:141-142, 1]l told, over TO basing modes
vere studied Lo azsess Phe mator advantages, disadvantages,
rret, and uwncertainties ot each (Jer——Y. @ a result, the

Bivied Lrench option wes discarded and 1n 1ts place the
Deftense Scrience Buard recommended a basing system of vertical
minlbiple protactive shielter 5 (MPS).  This was a multiple
arm-point (MAF) s,stem whereby missiles would be rotaled
amony a pumber of sheltere zimilar to the "pea-in-~the-shell"”
game. It would regquire the chtéts to target all of the
shelter = since they would not Lnow which shelters contatned
the real migsiles. COn S De cemmer 1978, the Defense Syshew.
focgquisition Review Council (DSARC) 11 recommendad full-scale

developaent of vertical MFS bwbxng for MX; however, Dr.
William Ferry., Under Becretary of Defense, Research and
Engineer 1ng, directed a further study of airmobile basing
pending 2 final decision (41:67).




On 21 March 1979, DSARC TIE reviewed the results of the
airmobi1le study and concluded 1t was feasible but ratl
desirable because of reliance on tactical warning, loss of
accuracy. and cost {(41:67).  The vertical MPS system was
refined and changed to a horicontal MPS, or “"racetrach",
systemn and recommended to the Fresident. President Carter
approved fiull-scale engineering development (FSED {foar the MY
mi=wile on 9 June 1979 Just prior to his signing ot tihe SALI
17T Treaty on 18 June. On 7 September 1979. he announCed
selection of horizontal MFS basing for 200 MX missiles 1n
4,600 shellers to be deployed 1n the Gireat Rasin area of Utah
and Mevada (T1:14).

During the 1980 presidential campaign., Ronald Reagan
suppoi-ted the MX missile but opposed the MPS basing mode of
the Cartsr adminiztration. There was e, trens opposition from
Lhe western states and several civsic groups over blez eny i on-
mental insues surrounding deployment in Utsh and Hevada. sz
Frezident Reagan tooul office in 1981 another review comnelies
(chaired b, Professor Charles Townes, phywicist from the
Unitverstty of California) was tormed to develop a bosing wode
for MA (11:2594),  The Townes panel recommended sever al
possible wa,s Lo pase Lie Mr including continuous patrol
arrcrati (CRAY, Closely spaced hardenesd silos, and deep
undet ground basing.  In addrbion to these ong-range posisl-
bilit.es the committes recommended .n interim basing s.aggss-
tion: "o . . 1t called for MX degloyment to cegin ot & o=m
nuuber of shelter ., designed 1n such a way that theszse cou
e eupanded 1nbo an MFS system if no other long-ranne
alternabtive wor bed out” (11:205). As a iresult, oo 2 October
1781, Fres.dent Reagan cancelled the ho dizontal MRS basing
scheme for MX and anpnoonced plans ror a near-term Jdeployment
a timiterd number of MY missiles in superhardened Titan 11
or Minubaman s1los. He also ordered turther research znd
Jdevelgpmaent on deep basing, CFA, ard ballistic wisss s
defance (41:70G),

o)

“

The results of bhe Townes Fanel did not resolve Lhe
resue, rather 1t served to "sdd fuel to the fire." Media
atientiun to the i1ssue 1nuereased and the administrabtion and
the A Force were unable Lo agres on & suitable course of
deployment. 0On 70 December 1931, Secresbtary of Defense
Weinberger , announced the Administration proposed to depluy
470 mrssiles 1m Minubtsmen only silos at FUOE. Warren AFE.
Wyomirg, as an inter im measwe while resea-ch and
deselopment continued on more permanent basing modes (41:70).
However, 1n fApr:l 1982, Congress dicapproved the interim
basing wtdea and 1n the Fiscal Year 87 Defenze Authorization
Act required the Presidernt to make a permanent basing mode
decisian by 1 December 1982 (41:71).
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In the neist attempt to find the elusive basing mode +or
the misssile, the Alr Force and the Administration decided to
prrsue an aption that bad been considered uy the Townes
panel. Closely Spaced Rasing (CSKE), or "Dense Faclk", called
for deploying missiles 1n a tightly grouped cluster of super
hard silos (11:257-05%). 6 second Townes Fanel was reformed
to assess the technical feasibility {for MX basing. The
Townes Fanel gave tentative approval (since the concept was
based on the highly controversial effects of "fratricide") to
CSE deploymenl and bhe Administrabtion proposed 1t to Congress
ort 2T Movember, 1982, In his decision statement to the
Congress and relessed to the media, Fresident Reagan relaled
that ". . . CWel plan to produce the MX missile, now named
Feacekeaper, and depley it 1n superhard silos at F.E. Warren
AFR, Wyoming” f41:71). On 7 UDecember 1982, Congress defe=zated
tre proposal and withireld further funding of hhe progeram
unt1l approval was obtained 1n voting by "both Houses ot
Congress ain concuwrrent resolution® (11:258:738:- -, The
legi=latron also directed the President to repori baclt to
Congrass not earlier than 1 March 1987 on strategroc and arms
control questions (7:226).

Foliowing the defeat of Dense Facl, many people felt the
MX program was near termination. The Presaident., Congress,
and Dol seemed deadlocked in disagreement and the credibility
of the program was At an all time low. The &ir Forve had
declared =ach new basing mode as better Lham the last ons but
farled Lo convince a maiority of lawmakers. The media .
referred to the process as Lhe "basing mode of the month".
Despite the Dense Fach dehbacle, some Congressmen still
suppot-ted the MX missile and felt 1t was necessarv tw
archieve progress in arms control negotiations. Others wanted
te abandon MX and pursue 2 smaller, single warheasd ICEM, te
was clear that a political solution was necesssary to solee
the 1ssue (7:215-229:11:056-2059).

To comply with Congressionel direction, on 3 Januat v
19872, Fresident Recgan empaneled the Fresident’s Commission
on Sutrategroe Forces. This bipartisan group was chailred Ly
Lreutenant Bepsral Jrernt Scowcroft (USAF, ret.), who had besn
Fresident Ford's national security advisor. They were hLasblec
to review the entire strategic modernization programs; and in
particular., to eyxamine the future o+ ow ICEM forces and to
recommend basing alternatives. Another key principle of
thetr charter was to consult closely with member 5 of Congress
(TR -, The Scowcroft Commission recognized that ". . . by
trying to solve «ll ICEM tasks with a single weapon and a
single bassing mode. . . . we have made the problem of
modernizing the ICEBM force so compley as to oe virtually




insoluble” (Z7:14). 0On 11 April 1983, the Scowcroft Commis-—
sion announced their results and made the following recommen-
dations with regard to ICBMs:

a. Engineering design should be inittiated, now, of
a single-warhead ICEM weighing about fifteen torisg
this program snould lead to the initiation of full-
scale development in 1987 and an inittial operating
capability 1n the early 1990s. Deploying such a
missile in more than one mode would serve
stabilaty. Hardened silos or shelters and hardened
mobile launchers should be i1nvestigaled.

b. One hundred MX miscsiles should be deployed
promptly 1n erxishing Minvteman si1los as a
replacement for those 100 Minuteman and the
Titan ITI ICEMs now being decommissioned and

ag a moderniration of the torce.

. A specific program to resolve the
uncertainties regarding silo or shelter
hardness should be undertaken., leading to
Jater decisions about hardening MX 1n silos
arnd deploying a small single—-warhead ICBM in
nardened silos or shelters. Vigorous
investigation should proceed on different
types of land-based vehicles and launchers,
including particularly hardened vehicles’ :

- M
2721 .

The recommendations of the Scowcroft Commizsion were
notewor thy for several reasons. Worlking with Ley members of
Cungress, they developed a pacihage intsnded to solve the it
basing mode problen and forge « consensus that would be
politically acceptable. First, the deplovment of 100 MX in
exjeting Minuteman si1los to improve US capability to placs ot
rinl Suviet hardened targets. Secondly, the developument of
& single warhead missile to shift away from MIRVed ICEBMs: and
improve survivability througis hardening and/or mobility.
Third. toe tie bolh of these programs to the arms caontrol
process and worl toward reducing overall force levels. The
Commissiorn findings were Lo be treated as an integrated
pactagye to link ICBM modernization to arms contrel and be a
compromise that could obtain bi-partisan support. On
i9 April 1987, Fresident Reagan endorsed the commission’™s
recommendations and set aboutbt to seel Congressional approval

(72229-204311:259-263) .

The Scowcroft Commizsion recommendations were debated
throughout the summer and fall of 1987. Various factions in
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kﬁ the House and Senate supported parts of the Scowcroft

%x package but it was uncertain whether total acceptance could
ﬁé be obtained (11:267-264). On 29 July 1987, the House

: i narrowly agreed (220-07) to authorize funding ftor MX

o nrocurement.  Amendments werre considered that indicated

ﬁ{ significant progresz 1n START would have to occur for final
_a? Appr opriation approval in the +all (7:279). 0On 26 July 1983,
ﬁw ) tihe Senate agreed (58-41) to auwthorize funding for MX

&ﬁ (7:241). However, the summer of 1983 saw no movement in

v START talls and anti-MX forces felt the system would be

§§§ defeated 1n the upcoming Appropriation votes.

W

$% Then, a series of i1nternational events vccurred which
i may have contribubed to zaving the program. O 1 Septemtesr N
%ﬂ 1287, the Guviel 'haon shobt down South | orean passenger et

bl 007, 1illing all 259 people aboard including & amember of
Comgress. Pep. Larry McDonald, D-GBa. (7:241:39:5A). his
couwpled wilh the atbact by trucl bomb on the US Maur-ane

e

L/
ﬁ{ hesdguar bars o Berrwt and the UE military action in Grenada
?ﬁ may heve served to create a wave of support {or pro-detense
ﬁi iepues (7:241-242511:265).
% On 4 October 1987, Fresident Reagan announced 3 new
LR START proposal including a "build-down® proposal and receded
N from his previous ins:stence on drastic reductions 1n the
A4 Saviet ICEBM force T:242Y. On 1 and 7 November 1987, the
¥% : House and Senate approved an Appropriation bill funding
. procurement ot MX missitles and approving research and
([ development funds for Small ICEBM.
e
B,
o CONCLUS TN
o
bi The Scowrroft Commission findings served to give new
;%i direction to the 1CEM modernization program that had been
ﬁ{ zmbrolled 10 cortroversy for over a decade.
*?F <
%3 Flhigeni.i-lite, the MX had sursived fow presidential
{% administrations, thirty different basing modes,
) legal thrests, popular demonstrations, legislative
o ohstacles, and multiple lobbying pressures. Still
%5 there was no guarant=ze thast the program would
:g srvi ve the annual scrutiny that Congress would
§§ secute during the authorization and appropiriation
b battles in the years to come (7:242).
s
ﬁﬁ The TCBM modernicabtion program would face many battles
Q? irn the nest few years as bouth the Feaceleeper and Small ICEM
ﬁ? continued to vie for acceptance and compete for funding. Rt
Qﬁ
ot
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this time, the "new" ICEBM Modernization Briefing was
developed and served Lo articulate SAC reguirements to the
public.
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Chapter 5ix

THE CURRENT GAME FLAN

INTRODUCTION

Chapter Five reviewed the early years of the
Feacekeeper program and the final consensus far IUEBEM
modernization provided by the Scowcroft Commission Report.
This report provided the game plan {for continuation of the
ICEM modernization program, i1ncluding identifying a basing
mode tor Feacekeeper and proposing development of a small,
single-warhead I[CBM. A form of this consensus still provides
the basis for today s ICEM modernization program.

tnfortunately, the consensus has undergone some
modification since April 1985 when the Senate capped basing
of Feacekeeper in Minuteman silos to fifty missiles. This
tforced the Office of the BSecretary ot Defense bachk tou the
di-rawing board to find a basing mode for the second fitty
Feaceleeper missiles. The exhaustive effort which followed
culmirated in a Fresldential decision, announced on
1Y December 1986, to begin research and development on a Rail
barrison basing mode for Feacekeeper and to enter full-scale
development of the Small ICEM in Hard Mobile Launchers
{48:——). During this time period, Headqguarters SAC
Pirectorate of ICBEM Requirements action officers were
invelved in every phase of bringing these programs on line.
The authors, and others, helped coordinate the efforts of the
Air Staf+, AFLC, AFSC., SAC, and other DOD and contractor
agencies in developing system requirements and operations
concepts.

The purpose of this chapter 13 to review the activities
which took place between the time period when the Senate
capped Peacekeeper deployment in Minuteman silos and the
Fresidential announcement. The chapter will focus on the
rationale for the Rail bGarrison basing mode for Peacekeeper
and the rationale for the Small ICEM program based 1n Hard
Mobile Launchers.



SEARCHING FOR A PEACEHREEFER BASING MODE

The PFPeaceheeper militar-y regquirement has always tocused
en the need for an advanced ICBM capabhle of addressing the
1mbalance 1n countermilitary capability between the United
States and the Soviet Union. The military requirement tor
the missile 1tself is generally well understood,. although not
universally accepted. However, the missile has progressed
well despite controversy over the basirng mode.

When the Scowcroft Commission Report was approved by
both Fresident Reagan and the Congress, BMO and SAC pursusd
vigorously a program to base Feaceleeper missiles in
Minuteman si1iass. In June 1987, ZGdust two months atter the
Scowcroft Commission tendered their report, the firet
Feaceieeper flight test was successtully conducted and
signalled the way for the most successtul ICEM flight test
program i1n the history of the Air Force (16:60). This
research and development flight test program waz designed to
demonstrate the capabiiity of the new Feaceleeper missile
and reduce the acquisition risks before subsequent
operational deployment (42:2:;52:7).

By épril 1985, eight flight tests ot the Feacekeeper
missile had been successfully conducted, thereby proving the
cepability of the missile. However, the Senate was stall
uneasy about the wisdom of basing 1uQ FPeacekeeper migsiles 1n
what they considered to be a vulnerable basing mode. ULespite
the Scowcroaft Commission logic to rapidly deploy Peacekeeper
to address the countermilitary shortfall and to begin
research and development on a small, single warhead ICEM to
address long-term survivability concerns, on 4 April 19835,
the full Senate voted to yegtrrict (i 2., "cap") Fearslesner
basing 1n Minuteman silos at fifty missiles. The Nunn-Warner
~mendment language stated, "Unless a different basing mode 1s
proposed by the Fresident and agreed to by the Congress. no
more than fi1fty Feaceleepers can be deployed 1n e<isting
Minuteman silos" (Sl:--). Theretore, the Feacekesper program
was baclk in the search for a basing mode again. It was
genarally felt that this was the final opportunity to settie
the basing gquestioun once and for all, or else lose the sercond
f1fty Feacekeepers (authors’™ experience).

Fesponding to Congressional direction, Secretary of
Detense Caspar W. Weinberger directed the Air Force to begun
studying alternate basing modes. This culminated in a
tasting from the Air Staff to AFSC and SAC in July 1995 to
begin conceptual studies of seven candidate basing modes:
rarl mobile, superhard shelters (with and without deception).
mobile encapsulated hardness ("carry hard")., shallow tunnel
("hard trench"), hardened Minuteman silos, ground mobile
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launcher, and deep underground basing. The SECDEF asted for
a basing report by 1 November 1985 to be presented to the
Joint Reguirements and Management Board (JRMB), which had
repl aced the Defense Systems Acguisition Review Council
(DSRRC) in June 1983. This presentation would narrow the
focus of the study for a recommendation to the SECDEF “to
support incorporation of funding in the Fiscal Year 1987
Fresident s Budget for potential full scale development of a
Feacel eeper ftollow-on basing mode for the second fifty
Feacel.eeper missiles" (Sl:i--). '

Thus began a 1%3—month etfort to narrow the candidate
basing modes from the 1nitial seven down to four final
competitors «wrail mobile., carry hard., shallow tunnel., and
superhard silos;, culminating 1n the Fresidential decision to
enter research and development to base Feaceleeper in rairl
Garrison. it was a leong and grueling reassessment of some
basing modes that had been studied and restudied over the
past three decades. A combined BMO, SAC., and contractor
effort produced volumes of data on each of the candidate
Dasing modes. An interim JRMEB review eliminated three of
the candidate basing modes: deep underaqround basing, hardened
Minuvtemnan silos, and ground mobile launcher. Deep
anderground was eliminated because 1t could not provide a
prompt launch capability. Ground mobile launcher had been
previously studied and determined nut feasible since i1t would
be a tremendously large-and heavy (approximately 1 millaion

At pounds) and extremely slow (maximum speed of about 15 miles
?5- per hour}). Hardened Minuteman si1los was eliminated because
%ﬁ 1t was not cost effective and did not otfer any significant
‘%é advantages (authors’® e.perience).

s

1N August 1yde. the Alr Force began looking at variants
of the rail mob:ile basing mode. The Soviets had begun basing
their 95-X-24 1n a rail mobile mode (28:562), and SAC wanted
to look &% a similar type of basing mode for Feaceleeper.
Rai1l garrison became the preterred basing mode. The
ratronale for this support was that the recommended basing
mada hed to respond to the Congressionail mandate +or mobility
and deception, or else the Air Force would lnse the second
fi1fty missiles. HRairil Garrison was the only one of the four
surviving candidates that truly possessed mobility. @As a
result, once again BMO and 5AC were thrust into the breach to
develop an operations concept for a rail garrison basing mode
{authors’ experience).

The Joint Air Statf, BMO, and SAC presentation to the
JRME 1 November 1986 culminated in a recommendation to the
SECDEF to base the remaining fifty Feaceleeper missiles 1n
the rail garrison basing moude. SECDEF subsequently agreed
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and forwarded this recommendation to Fresident Reagan for
approval. The Fresidential decision was announced on
19 December 1786 (48:1--),

PEACEREEFER RAIL GARRISON

The initial SAC and BMO concept ernvisioned ittty
missiles on twenty-five trains (two missiles per train, each
on a separate launch car), parteo i1nside special shelters
("1gloos") on existing Air Force bases 1n a secure "garrison”
(si1imilar to a bomber alert area) (17:8673270:72-72). These
missiles would be oh continuous alert 1n garrison, retaining
tull launch capability., during states of normal readinezz;
however, 1n times of crisis they could disperse onto the
commercial railroed network tor i1mproved survivabiility
{lbidu) .

The rai1l garrison concept answered two significant
concerns about public safety and public interface eipressed
against rail mobility that had been stated since the first
Operation "Big Star" test of mobile Minuteman missiles 1n Liie
19480 (Z6:7). Rairl garrison does not reguire continuous
mobility on the nation’'s rail netwaork. The rail garrison
basing mode places missile trains on existing Alr Force bases
and only disperses in times .of naticnal crisis. Therefore,
the public concern about nuclear missiles traveling through
their communities during peacebtime could be resolved, e cept
in times of crisis when retional security considerations
have higher priarity (2031400,

Rail Garrison basing has three attractive features.
First, it contributes significantly to deterrence. Rail
Garrison provides continuous prampt. retaliatory launch
rapability both while 1r garriscn and when dispersed. For
the first vime, the ICEM {orce can erhibit a show-otr-force
capability. As world tensions i1ncrease, the Feacsheeper
trarns could be dicgpersed onto the rail networt for
survivability and could be recalled 1f tensions rrelaved.
During this period, the missiles on the trains would remain
tully launch capable regardless of their location. This
mobility would provide a high degree of survivability against
the current and future threats posed against Feaceleeper
(28160670,

f second feature of the a1l garrison basing mode 1%
that 1t i1nvolves low technical risk and relatively low cost
compared to other candidate basing modes (Z0:73). The Rail
Garrison mode will use the already developed Feaceleaper
missile, which has proven itself successful through the
flight test program. The missile will not require any
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significant modifications since it will remain in a
canlisterized launch configuration on—-board a missile launch
car. The American rail i1ndustry has a tremendous amount of
information and techrnology already developed to support
modification of a launch car to support the canister.ized
misgile. Furthermore, this will keep the overall cost down
since the Air Force proposes to use existing Air Force bases
and the commercial railroad infrastructure. This will
eliminate the need to build new bases and there will not be a
dedicated military rail networlk (Z0:73).

The third, and perhaps most i1mpartant, feature of the
Ra1l Garrison basing mode is that 1t 18 a straight forward
concept that can be easily understood (17:467). This is in
sharp contrast to previous basing modes, such as the closely
spaced basing mode which required an understanding of the
etfzcts of fratricide and nuclear dynamics for adequate
comprehension., and the multiple protective shelters basing
mode which relied very heavily on preservation of location
uncertainty. These concepts were very difficult to
comprehend for the average military otticer and member of
Congress (7:226). Rail garrison basing, on the other hana,
uses existing A1+ Force bases, eitisting railroad procedures,
and leeps the trains parhed an Air Force bases dey-to-day out
of the. public domain. )

Furthermore, Feacekeeper based in Rail Garrison
supports stability. The Sov/iets cannot be assured of
successfully disarming the United SBtates with a first strike
attack. Mobility provides a doubt in the mind of the Soviet
planner about his probability of success. "By increasing the
Soviet’s rist to attacl the United States, deterrence,
stability., and national security interests are served®
1453:2-4). This is now, finally., a basing mode that complies
with Congressional emphasis on survivability and stability.
Congress all along had been concerned that fived-aim-point
missile systems were destabilizing because they invited first
strite and forced the United States into a "use them or los
them”" position (Z28:61). FPeaceleeper 1n Rail Barrison also
argues against the position that the Feacelieeper is & first
strike weapon. Although US natiornal policy dictates against
first use of nuclear weapons, the mobility of the rail
garrison basing mode precludes the necessity of wsing them or
losing them.

THE SMALL ICBM

As noted in Chapter Five, the Fresident’s Commission an
Strategic Forces recommended that the Air Force develop a
small, single reentry vehicle ICEM.
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The underlying logic for this recommendat:on was
that a Small ICEM would be very flexible i1n terms
ot basing and therefore potentially more survivable
than current systems. A Small ICEBM with a single
reentry vehicle would present a relatively low-
value target and an attacker could not expect a
favorable exchange ratio between reentry vehicles
eupended and destroyed. Therefore, a Small ICEM
would be stabilizing and enhance the arms control
process (I5:173).

Shortly after the Scowcroft Commission tendered i1ts
report to the Frecident, in July 1987 the Air Force Systems
Command established a Small ICUBM Independent Advisory bBroup.
chaired by General Bernard Schriever (USAF, Ret.)., "to
provide the best acguisition strategy and management approach
for the Small ICEM program" (44:1)., The report recommended
giadelines +or the baseline Small ICEBM program which
esgantially called for a program consistent with
Congressional emphasis as specif.ed in the Glenn Amendment tu
the Fiscal Year 1984 Defense Authorization Bill, which
stated:

It 15 the sense of the Congress that the design,
development, - and testing of small, mobile. single
warhead, [CBMs be pursued as a matter of the -’
highest national -priority. . . program emphasls
should be consistent with top national priorities
zuch as Folaris, Minuteman, and Apollo. and
program management structure should also retlect
such priaority (44:2).

The Advisory Group also endorsed the Glenn Amendment’™ s

target date for an Ini1tial Operational Capability for ten
Small ICBMs on alert by 1992. The Advisory Group also
advised deployment i1n hard mobile launchers, but recommended
continued research and development ot hard silo basing as a
notential second basing mode for the Small ICBM (44:2). The
baseline program shares considerable technology from the
Feacelesper program, namely the lightweight version of the
AIRS guidance system., booster technology. reentry vehicle (Pk
21}, and Command and control technology (44:1i).

The Small ICEM program is a complement to the
Feace!l eeper system. These complementary systems are needed
to address tne i1ssues of prompt countermilitary shortfall and
survivability/stability. The Small ICBM contributes in this
arena by providing wide dispersal and trying to attack SBmall
ICEM would cause an unfavorable exchange ratio to the
Soviets, "Charging the Soviets an exorbitant price would
certainly discourage such an attack, to the bernefit of
deterrence and stability” (14:40),
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Small ICEM demonstrates U.S. resolve to modernize
our ICBM force and provide the leverage needed to
negotiate arms control agreements from a position
ot strength. For the future, the Small ICEM will
improve war planning efficiency, offer the features
of high survivability., add to enduring deterrence
and retain the accuracy and responsiveness ot land-
based ICRERMs. The Air Force is committed to both

7 programs (47:2-6).

T it
o
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S CONCLUSION

%3, _

e The 1CBEM modernization program 1z once again at the
center ot controversy within the Department of Defense and an
Capi1tol Hill. While the current game plan 1s desigred to
enhance ow- deterirent capability and regpond to the mandates
ot Congress. the tazk of advocating 1ts continuation has
never been more difficult. Anticipated cuts i1n defense
e, penditures over the nent five years may seriously impact
the deployment of Feacelkeeper Rail Garrison or Small ICHH
{18:--). It igs ymperative that ICBM modernization briefers
teep current on the i1ssues and give clear and credible *
presentations when advocating requirements to the public.
This handbook was developed to assist you 1n the process and
broaden your knowledge of the ICEM moderrnization program.
ood luch'!
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AFFENDIX A

LIST AND BRIEF DESCRIFTION OF PEACEREEFER CANDIDATE BASING
MODES

0SD REFORT OF DECEMBER 1980 (36:5-8)

1. Commercial Rail:
- Special trains move ICBMs over enisting commercial
trailroads
— Trains move randomly and part to launch

2. Covered Trench:
- Unmanned transporter/launcher travels randomly in a
trench that i1s covered with a concealing fabric

%. Dash to Shelter:
- Missiles on transporters at center of redial road or
rail networtk
— Dash to hardened horizontal shelters on warnirg

4. Dedicated Rail:
- Build new automated railway for nuclear hardened
trains carrying missiles
-~ Trains move randomly and launch on command

A
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5. Dirigible:

-~ CLarry ICBMs on tleet of dirigibles operating in a
continuous airborne mode over oceans

— Launch missiles from dirigible

6. bGround Effect Machine (GEM):
- Scatter fleet of GEM transporter/launchers over laraqge
uninhabited areas of southwest U.S

7. Hard Rock 5ilo:
- Build si1los 1n granite outcroppings i1n western U.S.
— Design goal 1s to achieve highest possible hardness
with surface—flush silo launchers

8. Hard Tunnel:
- Store missiigc 1n ver y deep., superhard tunnels which
can withstand direct hits
- Automatic dig-out and launch on command

61




9.

10.

-

16.

H

vbrid Trench:
Shallow buried tunnels with M—-X missiles on unmanned
transporter
Transporter randomly moves to locations in tunnel that
have been selectively hardened

Hydra:

- Scatter missiles in the ocean on strategic warning
from ships or submarines

- Water-proof missiles +tloat unattended untal
commanded to launch., or recovered

Minuteman/Multiple Frotective Shelters (MFS):

- Constru:t additional vertical silos 1n enisting
Minuteman s1lo +tields

-  Use Minuteman or new missile that is randomly
shuftled between silos

Mobile Front End:

- Build thousands of silos with a missile booster in
s2ach

- Randomly mate a lesser number of expensive front ends
(reentry vehicles, guidance system? to missiles

- Conceal location of complete missile

M-X 1n Multiple Frotective Shelters{(MFS):

~ 200 missiles conce :led among 44600 hardened horizontal
shelters

- Decoys simulate missile/launchers in "empty" shelters

Off-Road Mobile:

~ Scatter fleet of off-rocad mobile
transporter/launchers over large uninhabited areas of
Southwest US

Orbital Rased:

-~  New booster in Minuteman silos

- 0On warning. lsunch weapons into orbit

-  0On command, de-orbit to attack or recover

Orca:
— Anchor encapsulated missiles to offshore sea bed
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17. Fool:
- Shelters are pools of opagque water
- Transporter deposits water-tight encapsulated missile
in pools
-~ DOperational concept similar to M-X/MFS

18. Road Mobile (New Missiled:
- Parbked on military bases, new ICEMs on
transporter/launchers wait for attack warning
- On command, transporter convoys move out aver
interstate highways and secondary roads

19. Sandy Siluo:
- Bury encapsulated missile in 2000-fopot-deep hole and
cover with sand
- Designed to survive direct hait
- On commard, pressuwized water fluwidizes sand and
capsule floats to swtace for launch

0. Bes Srtter: .
-  lLarge amphibian aircraft carries ICBEMs
- FPlane flies over ocean., landing randoamly for entended
periods of time

Zi. Shallow linderwater Messile:
- Fasten two or more M-X sncapsulatasd missiie: to
submarines that patrol off US coast

0. Shaip-Inland:
- Carry canisterized missiles on barges that move
caontinuously along 1nland and coastal waternays

T7. Shnp-Oceans
- Tarry missilles on spec

Q&ans

al vessels wmoving randomly on

o

24, Short Tateoff and Landing (STOL):
- lLaunch missiles fron 5TOL type airecraft
- [Can access nunerous Landing sites with STOL
capability
- frcraftt operate on ground alert like bombers

-
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South Side HRasing:

~  Base missiles 1n horizontal shelters or vertioal
s1los at the foot of south-facing mesa or mountarn
cliff

- Mountain/mesa shields missile from Soviet ICEM attack
arriving from north

Vertical Takeontt and lLanding (VTOL):
- Launch small missile (single R/\) +ram VTOL aircratt

- fMircratt operate on ground alert {rom numerous sites
and have a "land anywhere" capabil:ly

Wide Body Jet (WRJ):

- Lauwnch missiles from C-5 or 747 class aircratt
- Aitrcratht opsrate on ground alert like bombers
- DOption +or continuous airborne op=2rabions

ADDIT IONAL CONMSIDERATTONS

=8.

Launch Under Attaclk (LUA): .
-  Launch Minuteman force when early warning systems
assess attack 1n progress

Midgetman: .
- Build several thousand small, hardened silos and 311
each with a small ICBM

Road Mobile (Minuteman):

- Use eyisting Minuteman on road mobile
transporter/launchers

- Rase at existing Minuteman bases




AFPENDIX B

FROVISIONG OF THE SALT I1 TREATY (45:242-247)

An equal aggregate limit on the number of strategic
nuclear delivery vehicles-—ICEM and SLEM launchers, heavy
bombers, and air—to-surface ballistic missiles (ALBBMs).
Initirally. this ceitling would been 2,400 as agreed at
Viadivostolt. The ceiling would have been lowered to 2,200
at the end of 198i;

A egual aggregate limit of 1,320 on the total number of
launchers of MIRVed ballistic missiles and heavy bombers
with long-range cruise missiles;

An equal aggregate limit of 1,200 on the total number of
launchers of MIRVed ballistic missiles; and

An equal aggregate limit of 820 on launchers of MIRVed
ICEMs. ;

A ban on congtruction of additional fixed ICEM launéhers.
and on increases in the number of fired heavy ICEM
launchers;

A ban on heavy mobile ICEM launchers., and on launchers
of heavy SLBMs and ASEMs:

A ban on flight-testing or deployment of new types of
ICBMs, with an exception of one new type ot light ICEM
for each sidej

A ban on 1ncreasing the numbers of warheads on erizting
types of ICBMs, and a limit of 10 warheads on the one new
type of ICEBM permitted to each FParty, a limit of 14
warheads on 5LBMs, and 10 warhesads on ASEMs. The number
of long-range cruise missiles per heavy bomber would have
been limited to an average of 28:; and the number of long-
range cruise missiles per heavy bomber of edisting tyvpes
would have been limited Lo 203

Ceilings on the launch weight and throw weight of strate-
gic ballistic missiles and & ban on the conversion of
light ICEBM launchers to launchers of heavy ICEMs;
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A bsn on the Soviet S85-1&6& [CEM:
A ban on rapid reload [CBM systems:

A ban on certain new types of strategic otfensive systems
which were technologically +easible, but whicn had not vet
been deployed. Such systems i1ncluded long-range ballizbic
mi1ssi1les on suwface ships, and ballistic and cruise
misslles launchers on the seabeds;

Advance notification of certain ICEM test launches; and

Ar agreed data base for systems included 1n v wrous SALT-
limited categories.
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